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SHAPING THE MESSAGE, DISTORTING THE
SCIENCE: MEDIA STRATEGIES TO INFLU-
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WEDNESDAY, MARCH 28, 2007

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS AND OVERSIGHT,
COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY,
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 2:00 p.m., in Room
2318 of the Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Brad Miller
[Chairman of the Subcommittee] presiding.
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Chairman MILLER. The Committee will come to order on today’s
hearing, Shaping the Message, Distorting the Science: Media Strate-
gies to Influence Science Policy.

Ronald Reagan said that facts were stubborn things. Mr. Rohr-
abacher may have written those words. The topic of today’s hearing
is a consorted effort by opponents of measures to reduce green-
house gas emissions, to bully scientific facts into submission, and,
under intense pressure, the facts about global warming caved in
and proved much more elastic, much less stubborn than Ronald
Reagan had us believe. At least that is how it has appeared to the
public. According to the New York Times, opponents of the Kyoto
Protocol in 1998 began recruiting scientists who believed or at least
would say that evidence of global warming was insubstantial and
evidence that greenhouse gas emissions were a cause of global
warming was especially dubious.

Reviewed studies by climate scientists were almost unanimous in
finding that global warming was real and that greenhouse gas
emissions were a major part of it. But in the popular press the
question was treated as controversial among scientists. Television
news programs usually featured one scientist who explained the
overwhelming consensus view of climate scientists and one made-
for-television expert who took the opposite view. To the average cit-
izen it looked like a real debate between scientific peers. In fact,
the skeptics were in the indirect employ of the oil and gas industry
and that obviously conflict of interest was rarely disclosed. Few
paid skeptics did any original research, many were not even
trained in the fields in which they claimed expertise, and most sim-
ply specialized in attacking as “junk science” the careful, legitimate
research that was published in journals and tested by rigorous peer
review.

According to the testimony we will hear today, since 2001, the
Bush Administration has been part of the effort to manipulate the
public debate about climate change. The Bush Administration, at
the urging also of the oil and gas industry, muzzled Government
scientists whose research supported the consensus view of climate
scientists, adding to the public impression that there was substan-
tial doubt among scientists. Press officers whose experience was in
politics, not science, editor-suppressed press releases about govern-
ment research, acted as monitors for government scientists during
press interviews, and required that politically-reliable scientists
speak to the press for each agency.

The approved agency spokesman sometimes treated as out-
landish as urban legend, the considered view of most scientists at
the agency. There is much at stake here. We need to rely on sound
scientific research to inform our decision. Scientific research should
have no party affiliation.

At this time Mr. Sensenbrenner, the Ranking Member, is unable
to be here today, but the Chair recognizes Mr. Rohrabacher, the
distinguished Member from California, for his opening statement.

[The prepared statement of Chairman Miller follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN BRAD MILLER

Ronald Reagan said that facts were stubborn things. The topic of today’s hearing
is a concerted effort by opponents of measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions
to bully scientific facts into submission. And under intense pressure, the facts about
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global warming caved in, and proved much more elastic than Ronald Reagan had
us believe.

At least, that is how it has appeared to the public.

According to the New York Times, opponents of the Kyoto Protocol in 1998 began
recruiting scientists who believed—or at least would say—that evidence of global
warming was insubstantial, and evidence that greenhouse gas emissions were a
cause of global warming was especially dubious. Peer-reviewed studies by climate
scientists were almost unanimous in finding that global warming was real and that
greenhouse gas emissions were a major cause of it.

But in the popular press, the question was treated as controversial among sci-
entists.

Television news programs usually featured one scientist who explained the over-
whelming consensus view of legitimate climate scientists, and one made-for-tele-
vision “expert” who took the opposite view. To the average citizen, it looked like a
real debate between scientific peers.

In fact, the skeptics were in the indirect employ of the oil and gas industry, and
that obvious conflict of interest was rarely disclosed. Few paid skeptics did any
original research, many were not even trained in the fields in which they claimed
expertise, and most simply specialized in attacking as “junk science” the careful, le-
gitimate research that was published in learned journals and tested by rigorous
peer review.

According to the testimony we will hear today, since 2001 the Bush Administra-
tion has been part of the effort to manipulate public debate about climate change.

The Bush Administration, at the urging of the oil and gas industry, muzzled gov-
ernment scientists whose research supported the consensus view of climate sci-
entists, adding to the public impression that there was substantial doubt among sci-
entists. Press officers whose experience was in politics, not science, edited or sup-
pressed press releases about government research, acted as “minders” for govern-
ment scientists during press interviews, and required that politically-reliable sci-
entists speak to the press for each agency. The approved agency spokesmen some-
times treated as outlandish, as urban legend, the considered view of most scientists
at the agency.

There is much at stake here. We need to rely on sound, dispassionate scientific
research to inform our decisions. Scientific research should have no party affiliation.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Let me
note if there was ever a case of the pot calling the kettle black, this
hearing is that example. For Pete’s sakes, we have had tens of bil-
lions of dollars over the last 20 years spent on climate change re-
search, and in the last 10 years or so, it may have been 15 years,
there is ample evidence, and I will be submitting these quotes for
the record, of prominent scientists who have been complaining that
they have not been able to get grants if they voice skepticism about
the global warming “consensus.”

Mr. Chairman, the sound dispassionate science does not mean
that you can dismiss people who disagree with a specific idea that
is trying to be expressed by claiming that you represent a con-
sensus. What I see happening more and more in this debate over
global warming is that those people who are advocating this posi-
tion end up not answering the charges of very respectable sci-
entists, and again, one need only look at my website to find the
names of hundreds of these prominent scientists from major uni-
versities who are not part of this so-called consensus but now in-
stead of answering the specific scientific challenges to these theo-
ries, what we find is a dismissal in the public debate of even ac-
knowledging that there is a point being made and the point then
being dismissed.

Now, I will have to tell you, that is about as arrogant and about
as anti-scientific an attitude, and it is prevailing in this debate. I
mean, I don’t want to hear about consensus anymore, proving that
someone is right. The fact is that there has been consensuses in
science in the past that have been dead wrong, and one or two indi-
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viduals without any government grants because all the grants were
going to the consensus, have made it, managed to change public
opinion and scientific opinion on various issues. History is replete
with examples of this. Instead, today we have people who are
claiming to the mantle of sound, dispassionate science who are dis-
missing the arguments of the other side.

One of the ways they can do this is instead of answering the ar-
guments, just challenge who is paying for your research. Well, first
of all, not all research is being paid to those people who disagree
with illegal, excuse me, say illegal immigration, with global warm-
ing. The fact is not all people who are paid for that research are
necessarily wrong. I mean, the fact is that there are special inter-
ests on both sides of this issue. We have organizations, today we
will hear complaints that the oil companies are providing a certain
degree of support for research, trying to find answers to some of
the arguments that are being presented. Let me note, that doesn’t
make their findings any less wrong. Their findings should be exam-
ined just as those arguments that are being presented on the pro-
global warming side, which are being funded by, you know, per-
haps at a degree 100 times more spending on that side by special
interest groups, let me add, than on the side of those people who
are trying to disprove that theory.

So today I am anxious to get down to the nitty gritty with the
witnesses. I want to see why the fact that we can claim a con-
sensus, which I have been hearing about for 10 years, even as we
hear more and more scientists saying, I was cut out of getting any
kind of research contracts unless I agreed with global warming. I
will put examples of this, five examples of this into the Congres-
sional record and into the record of this hearing. These are people
who, for example, who are the heads of major universities’ science
departments and members of—anyway, we will go through that.
There is a member right here of the Director of Research for the
Dutch, Royal Dutch Meteorological Institute who is now a Professor
of aeronautical engineering at Penn State University, talks about
as others from the University of Colorado, how people are, in the
scientific community, are being basically influenced by the lure of
getting Government grants to do research that will come up with
a conclusion in favor of global warming, and that is skewing the
research going on in this country.

So in other words, this hearing is, if it is looking for scientists
who are being pressured to do the wrong thing, perhaps we are
looking in the wrong direction, because the pressure may be coming
from exactly the opposite side, the side that is claiming to rep-
resent a consensus in order to suppress debate on this issue.

Thank you very much.

Chairman MILLER. Thank you, Mr. Rohrabacher. We also have
with us the Chairman of the Science and Technology Committee,
Mr. Gordon of Tennessee. Mr. Gordon, I will recognize you for an
opening statement.

Chairman GORDON. Thank you, Chairman Miller, and my friend,
Ranking Member Rohrabacher. I am not sure who is the kettle and
who is the pot here today, but I do know that gravity and climate
change—global warming—are two things that are pretty well es-
tablished.
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Just the other day the IPCC, which was composed of 113 nations,
unanimously, including the United States and President Bush,
unanimously endorsed that within 100 percent certainty there is
global warming. And so it really is tough to make good policy from
bad information, and it seems that in this town there is a new in-
dustry developing, and that industry is to try to create doubt where
there is little doubt, not for scientific integrity, but to provide a
hook for special interests, then to try to create that doubt. And I
think it is a legitimate area for discussion. I think this is the first
of a good series of hearings, and I think this is an area where we
need to shine some sunlight. And I compliment the Chairman for
doing this, and I am sure that those folks who don’t agree, they
have got a witness here today and will have ample opportunity to
discuss that.

So, again, thank you for calling this hearing.

Chairman MILLER. Thank you, Mr. Gordon. I think the only
other Member we have here is Mr. Baird, and Mr. Baird, I doubt
you have an opening statement, but if you do, you certainly—no.
I am mistaken.

Mr. BaIrD. I will make a very, very brief one. I thank the Chair
for hosting this. I would just say that I have concerns about the
possible abuse or misuse of science on all sides. I have seen it in
both directions. I have seen members of industry hire hired guns
to present a certain askew, and I have seen members of environ-
mental groups do the reverse.

As a scientist myself I place a high priority on scientific integrity,
regardless of the source. And so I applaud the Chairman for
hosting today’s hearing, and I hope we will look at abuses of
science on all sides, because to whatever extent the data are being
spun or distorted, it does a disservice to this public. And so I ap-
plaud the Chair for hosting this, and I look forward to the testi-
mony.

Chairman MILLER. Thank you, Mr. Baird.

. [The prepared statement of Representative Sensenbrenner fol-
ows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE F. JAMES SENSENBRENNER JR.

The title of today’s hearing has an odious ring—“Shaping the Message, Distorting
the Science.” These accusations, leveled against ExxonMobil and against the Admin-
istration, have a grave tone. If it were not for the ubiquitous press headlines declar-
ing the world’s imminent demise from global warming, the title of today’s hearing
could have lead us to falsely conclude that the climate change debate was being sti-
fled. I am now the Ranking Member on a Committee devoted almost entirely to cli-
mate change, and a recent poll by Time Magazine found that 88 percent of Ameri-
cans believe that the Earth is getting warmer. All of this makes me wonder why
we are here and what relationship this hearing has with reality.

The alleged distortion of science is purportedly happening in two different ways.
First, major industries, particularly ExxonMobil, are allegedly deceiving the masses
by intentionally funding and trumpeting false science. Second, the Administration
is allegedly curbing federal scientists from presenting scientific findings that are at
odds with its policies. Before we start screaming “McCarthyism,” we should examine
how little merit these accusations actually have.

The first alleged distortion of science was purportedly perpetrated by ExxonMobil.
The report “Smoke, Mirrors, and Hot Air” by the Union of Concerned Scientists
(UCS) accuses ExxonMobil of using “big tobacco’s tactics to manufacture uncertainty
on climate science.” The crux of UCS argument relies on $16 million that
ExxonMobil spent over a period of seven years to promote science that UCS dis-
agrees with. UCS concedes that what amounts to a little over $2 million per year
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is a modest sum of money for a company that records profits of $100 million per
day, but nonetheless, argues that ExxonMobil has been “remarkably effective at
manufacturing uncertainty about the scientific consensus on global warming.”

ExxonMobil’s efforts seem especially remarkable in light of the fact that
ExxonMobil spends significantly more money to fund projects that even UCS con-
cedes are credible. To name a few, ExxonMobil has supported projects with Carnegie
Mellon, the Hadley Centre for Climate Prediction, Columbia University, the Massa-
chusetts Institute of Technology, the University of Texas, and Yale. In just one in-
stance, ExxonMobil pledged $100 million over ten years for Stanford University’s
Global Climate and Energy Project, which seeks to develop “new energy technologies
that will permit the development of global energy systems with significantly lower
global warming emissions.” Is the work at Stanford University similarly suspect?
How can we fairly accuse ExxonMobil of spreading a campaign of misinformation
when it is funding a full spectrum of scientific research?

The second method of scientific distortion purportedly comes from the Administra-
tion. Despite its accusatory title, the Government Accountability Project’s report,
“Redacting the Science of Climate Change,” concedes that it found “no incidents of
direct interference in climate change research.” Regarding climate change scientists,
the report concludes:

[TThe investigation by the Government Accountability Project has uncovered no
concrete evidence that political actors are directly and willfully interfering with
this fundamental aspect of scientific work.

Thus, despite its lengthy report and its year long investigation, GAP did not find
any evidence that the Administration had interfered with climate change research.

Just as the integrity of federal research is not attacked, there are no serious alle-
gations that the Administration is concealing the results of this research from the
public. When asked about scientific integrity at his agency, Robert Atlas, Director
of the Atlantic Oceanographic and Meteorological Laboratory (AOML) at the Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, responded:

I have not observed any political interference with our ability at AOML to com-
municate scientific information. All of our scientists are free to publish their re-
sults in the refereed scientific literature and to present high quality research
at national or international conferences. Only the quality of the research is
scrutinized and scientists are encouraged to present their conclusions that are
supported by their research.

This sentiment is echoed by the scientific community. Eighty-eight percent of fed-
eral climate scientists surveyed believe that Federal Government climate research
is of generally excellent quality and 70 percent believe that federal climate research
is independent and impartial.

So, to recap, there is no evidence that the policy-makers seek to control or influ-
ence scientific research, federal scientists are freely encouraged to publish the re-
sults of their research, and the relevant scientists overwhelmingly believe that their
research is independent and impartial. And yet, the title of today’s hearing is “Shap-
ing the message, Distorting the Science?” Wouldn’t “Partisanship for the Sake of
Partisanship” have been more accurate? If the science is independent and the re-
sults are freely published, the only thing policy-makers are controlling is policy.
Surely, the Federal Government has a right to oversee federal scientists and speak
with a consistent message.

Furthermore, both NASA and NOAA have taken steps to address potential prob-
lems. NASA introduced a media policy that was widely accepted by the scientific
community, and NOAA plans to adopt a similar policy in the coming weeks. Addi-
tionally, the Inspectors General at the Department of Commerce and NASA, as well
as the Government Accountability Office, all have ongoing investigations related to
this topic. The Full Committee plans to hold a hearing on this topic after these re-
ports are released. We will have an opportunity to examine any potential problems,
in detail, when these reports are released.

I believe very strongly in Congress’ responsibility to hold the executive branch ac-
countable. And I believe that the Federal Government should pursue policies that
are both environmentally and economically sound. I look forward to an opportunity
to leave these partisan investigations behind and focus on these shared goals.

[The prepared statement of Representative Costello follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE JERRY F. COSTELLO

Good afternoon. Thank you Mr. Chairman for calling this hearing to listen to tes-
timony from various witnesses on the extent to which political interference did or
did not alter federal climate change research and the dissemination of scientific in-
formation.

This is the first hearing by the Subcommittee addressing the issue of science and
the media. For the past few years, there have been repeated reports about efforts
within the science agencies to control which federal scientists get access to con-
ferences or the press. Further, there have been additional reports of how big oil
have used some of their profits to create the impression of doubt in the science sur-
rounding climate change. Today’s hearing will provide Members the opportunity to
receive “big picture” testimony on what has happened and what we know.

The manipulation of science for public relations or political advantage is intoler-
able and inevitably has a corrupting effect on science itself. I believe greater public
transparency regarding the sponsorship of science and of organizations that claim
to speak on scientific matters is critically important. Further, the public and policy-
makers have a right and to know who is funding research and how it may be affect-
ing the outcome of the science.

I welcome our panel of witnesses and look forward to their testimony.

Chairman MILLER. I will now introduce our witnesses. First is
Mr. Sheldon Rampton, the Research Director at the Center for
Media and Democracy and co-author of Trust Us, We’re Experts:
How Industry Manipulates Science and Gambles With Your Future.

Second is Dr. James McCarthy, the Alexander Agassiz Professor
of Biological Oceanography at Harvard University, and President-
Elect of the American Association for the Advancement of Science
and a member of the Board of the Union of Concerned Scientists.

Mr. Tarek Maassarani, Staff Attorney with the Government Ac-
countability Project and author of the report, Redacting the Science
of Climate Change, and finally, Mr. Jeff Kueter, President of the
George C. Marshall Institute.

You have all submitted, I think, written testimony, which will be
made part of the record. Thank you for that. Your oral testimony
will be limited to five minutes. And after the entire panel has testi-
fied the Members of the Committee will have five minutes each to
ask questions.

It is the practice of this subcommittee to take testimony under
oath. Do any of you have any objection to taking an oath, swearing
an oath? If not, you also have the right to be represented by coun-
sel. Do any of you have counsel here? All right. If you would all
now please stand and raise your right hand. Thank you.

[Witnesses sworn]

Chairman MILLER. Thank you. We will begin with Mr. Rampton.

STATEMENT OF MR. SHELDON RAMPTON, RESEARCH DIREC-
TOR, CENTER FOR MEDIA AND DEMOCRACY, MADISON, WIS-
CONSIN; CO-AUTHOR, TRUST US WE'RE EXPERTS: HOW IN-
DUSTRY MANIPULATES SCIENCE AND GAMBLES WITH YOUR
FUTURE

Mr. RamMPTON. Well, thank you very much for holding this hear-
ing and for inviting me to testify. I am going to speak about the
general practice of science manipulation for public relations pur-
poses. I understand some of the other speakers will focus more spe-
cifically on the issue of global warming.

The power that science wields in modern society is a reflection
of the fact that it has shown the ability to create knowledge that
is as reliable as any product of human endeavor. The very prestige
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of science, however, also makes it an attractive tool for manipu-
lating public opinion. You can find science being used for that pur-
pose, for example, in the advertisements and television commer-
cials which announce that laboratory tests prove toothpaste X whit-
ens teeth whiter or that nine out of 10 doctors agree that brand
X is better than brand Y.

Advertising, however, is only the most visible aspect of a variety
of modern persuasive techniques that include public relations and
lobbying, all branches of what should more properly be termed a
modern propaganda industry. Some of these techniques are actu-
ally more subtle and hidden than advertising. The use of endorse-
ments by scientific experts to sell a product or policy is often done
without public disclosure that the experts have been recruited or
even paid to do so. This technique has become so common, in fact,
that the public relations industry actually has a standard term for
it. They call it the third-party technique.

The idea behind his phrase is that the PR firm’s client, typically
some company, industry, or other special interest, is the first party,
interested in delivering some persuasive message to a second party,
the audience. However, experience shows that if the message is
seen as coming directly from the client, the audience will greet the
message with skepticism because it is so obviously self-serving. To
give the message more credibility, therefore, lobbyists, public rela-
tions firms finds that it helps if they can use a third party who
seems independent to deliver that message for them. One public re-
lations executive has explained the third-party technique as “put
your words in someone else’s mouth.” It turns out that the prestige
and power of science makes scientists, academics, doctors, and
other professional experts very useful third-party spokespersons, if
they can be recruited for this purpose.

Sometimes this technique is used to exaggerate the benefits of a
product. Other times it is used to create doubt about a product’s
hazards. In public policy debates it can be used to cast doubt about
the seriousness of problems requiring government action. Con-
versely, sometimes it is used to exaggerate dangers in order to
build pressure for legislation or other government action that the
client desires.

Scientific journals are now routinely used to serve companies’
marketing and public policy objectives, sometimes with serious neg-
ative consequences for the public. The tobacco industry, of course,
is well known for its public relations manipulations of science.
Many instances of this have now become public knowledge, thanks
to whistleblowers and lawsuits that resulted in the public release
of millions of pages of previously secret industry documents. The
first clear scientific evidence showing the link between smoking
and lung cancer emerged in the early 1950s, but public recognition
of the extent of his hazard was delayed for decades due to aggres-
sive public relations by the tobacco industry. And even today the
industry is involved in rearguard efforts to downplay the dangers
of hazards such as secondhand smoke.

A few years ago, for example, documents came to light regarding
an industry-funded campaign in the 1990s to plant sympathetic let-
ters and articles in influential medical journals. Tobacco companies
had secretly paid 13 scientists a total of $156,000 simple to sign
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their names to these letters and articles. One biostatistician re-
ceived $10,000 for writing a single, 8-page letter that was pub-
lished in the Journal of the American Medical Association. Another
received $20,000 for writing four letters and an opinion piece to the
Lancet, the Journal of the National Cancer Institute and the Wall
Street Journal. These scientists did not even have to write the let-
ters themselves. The tobacco industry’s law firms did the actual
drafting and editing. So in essence they were being paid for their
autographs.

The tobacco industry is hardly alone, however, in attempting to
manipulate the scientific publishing process. As the Wall Street
Journal reported in December, 2005, “Many of the articles that ap-
pears in scientific journals under the byline of prominent aca-
demics are actually written by ghostwriters in the pay of drug com-
panies.” Used by doctors to guide their care of patients, these
“seemingly objective articles are often part of a marketing cam-
paign.” To promote the diet-drug combo fen-phen, for example,
Wyeth-Ayerst Laboratories commissioned ghostwriters to write 10
articles for publication in peer-reviewed medical journals. After fen-
phen was linked to heart valve damage and lung disease, the com-
pany was forced to pull the drugs from the market. Subsequent
lawsuits filed by injured fen-phen users unearthed internal com-
pany documents showing that the drug company had also edited
the draft articles to play down and occasionally delete descriptions
of side effects. The final articles were published under the names
of prominent researchers, one of whom claimed later in courtroom
testimony that he had no idea that a pharmaceutical company had
commissioned the article on which his own name appeared. “It is
really deceptive,” he told the court. “It sort of makes you uneasy.”

So how does a doctor’s name actually appear as the primary au-
thor of a study without him knowing who sponsored it? The process
in this case involved an intermediary hired by the drug company
names Excerpta Medica. Excerpta received $20,000 for each article
which was written by its ghostwriters. It then lined up well-known
university researchers and paid them honoraria of $1,000 to $1,500
to edit their drafts and lend their names to the final work. One of
these brand-name researchers even sent a letter back praising
Excerpta’s ghostwriting skills. He joked, “Perhaps I can get you to
write all my papers for me! My only general comment is that this
piece may make fen-phen sound better than it really is.”

A similar pattern recurs on issue after issue; air quality, water
quality, product safety, and nutrition. One internal memorandum
from a public relations firm to a client boasted about the range of
issues which they managed for “the following industries impacted
by science and environmental policy decisions.”

Chairman MILLER. Mr. Rampton, if you could summarize in just
a sentence or two, please.

Mr. RAMPTON. Just a sentence or two? All right. The manipula-
tion of science for public relations or political advantage inevitably
has a corrupting effect on science itself. It undermines the integrity
and objectivity of scientific research. What is needed, therefore, is
greater public transparency regarding the sponsorship of science
and of organizations that claim to speak on scientific matters.

[Statement of Mr. Rampton follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF SHELDON RAMPTON

The power that science wields in modern society is a reflection of its ability to
create knowledge that is as reliable as any product of human endeavor. The very
prestige of science, however, also makes it an attractive tool for manipulating public
opinion. You can find science being used for that purpose, for example, in the adver-
tisements and television commercials which announce that “laboratory tests prove
toothpaste X whitens teeth whiter,” or “nine out of ten doctors agree” that brand
X is better than brand Y. Advertising, however, is only the most visible aspect of
a variety of modern persuasive techniques that include public relations and lob-
bying—all branches of what should more properly be termed a modern propaganda
industry. Some of these techniques are actually more subtle and hidden than adver-
tising. The use of endorsements by scientific experts to sell a product or policy is
often done without public disclosure that the experts have been recruited or paid
to do so. This technique has become so common that the public relations industry
has a standard term for it. They call it the “third party technique.”

The idea behind this phrase is that the PR firm’s client—typically some company,
industry or other special interest—is the “first party” interested in delivering some
persuasive message to a “second party,” its audience. However, experience shows
that if the message is seen as coming directly from the client, the audience will
treat the message with skepticism because it is so obviously self-serving. To give the
message more credibility, therefore, lobbyists and PR firms find that it helps if they
can use a third party who seems independent to deliver it for them. One public rela-
tions executive has explained the third party technique as, “Put your words in some-
one else’s mouth.” It turns out that the prestige and power of science makes sci-
entists, academics, doctors and other professional experts very useful third-party
spokespersons if they can be recruited for this purpose.

Sometimes this technique is used to exaggerate the benefits of a product. Other
times it is used to create doubt about a product’s hazards. In public policy debates,
it can be used to cast doubt about the seriousness of problems requiring government
action. Conversely, sometimes it is used to exaggerate dangers in order to build
pressure for legislation or other government action that the client desires.

Scientific journals are now routinely used to serve companies’ marketing and pub-
lic policy objectives, sometimes with serious consequences. The tobacco industry is
well known for its PR manipulations of science. Many instances of this have now
become public knowledge thanks to whistleblowers and lawsuits that resulted in the
public release of millions of pages of once-secret industry documents. Clear scientific
evidence showing the link between smoking and lung cancer first emerged in the
early 1950s. Public recognition of the extent of this hazard was delayed for decades
due to aggressive public relations by the tobacco industry, and even today the indus-
try is involved in rear-guard efforts to downplay the dangers of hazards such as sec-
ondhand smoke. A few years ago, for example, documents came to light regarding
an industry-sponsored campaign in the early 1990s to plant sympathetic letters and
articles in influential medical journals. Tobacco companies had secretly paid 13 sci-
entists a total of $156,000 simply to write them. One biostatistician received
$10,000 for writing a single, eight-paragraph letter that was published in the Jour-
nal of the American Medical Association. Another received $20,137 for writing four
letters and an opinion piece to the Lancet, the Journal of the National Cancer Insti-
tute and the Wall Street Journal. These scientists did not even have to write the
letters themselves. The tobacco industry’s law firms did the actual drafting and edit-
ing.
The tobacco industry is hardly alone, however, in attempting to manipulate the
scientific publishing process. As the Wall Street Journal reported in December 2005,
“Many of the articles that appear in scientific journals under the byline of promi-
nent academics are actually written by ghostwriters in the pay of drug companies.”
Used by doctors to guide their care of patients, these “seemingly objective arti-
cles. . .are often part of a marketing campaign.” To promote the diet-drug combo
fen-phen, for example, Wyeth-Ayerst Laboratories commissioned ghostwriters to
write ten articles for publication in peer-reviewed medical journals. After fen-phen
was linked to heart valve damage and lung disease, the company was forced to pull
the drugs from the market. Subsequent lawsuits filed by injured fen-phen users un-
earthed internal company documents showing that Wyeth-Ayerst had also edited
the draft articles to play down and occasionally delete descriptions of side effects.
The final articles were published under the names of prominent researchers, one of
whom claimed later in courtroom testimony that he had no idea that the pharma-
ceutical company had commissioned the article on which his own name appeared.
“It’s really deceptive,” he told the court. “It sort of makes you uneasy.”
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How does a doctor’s name appear an article without him knowing who sponsored
it? The process involved an intermediary hired by Wyeth-Ayerst named Excerpta
Medica. Excerpta received $20,000 for each article written by its ghostwriters. It
then lined up well-known university researchers and paid them honoraria of $1,000
to $1,500 to edit the drafts and lend their names to the final work. One of the name-
brand researchers even sent a letter back praising Excerpta’s ghostwriting skills. He
joked, “Perhaps I can get you to write all my papers for me! My only general com-
ment is that this piece may make [fen-phen] sound better than it really 1s.”

A similar pattern recurs on issue after issue—air quality, water quality, product
safety, and nutrition. Scientists are seen by industry not as researchers who objec-
tively study phenomena but as potential spokespersons to help promote positions fa-
vorable to their sponsors. This strategy has become so common that sometimes in-
dustry PR people use the term “independent scientist” without apparently thinking
about what the word “independent” actually means. A few years ago, the New York
Times obtained some leaked documents from the American Petroleum Institute, in
which the Institute detailed its plans to spend $600,000 to develop a team of pro-
industry climate scientists who would dispute the link between greenhouse gas
emissions and global warming. They planned to, in their words, “identify, recruit
and train a team of five independent scientists to participate in media outreach.”
Somehow the authors of this plan never bothered to ask themselves how a scientist
who has been specifically recruited and trained by the petroleum industry could be
honestly described as “independent.”

A converse strategy aims at suppressing independent scientific views, discoveries
and evidence that are inconvenient to the industry or its lobbying interests. For ex-
ample, the House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform recently re-
leased documents showing “hundreds of instances” where a former and current oil
industry lobbyist had edited government reports to downplay the impact of human
activities on global warming. The edits were by Philip A. Cooney, the former chief
of staff of the White House Council on Environmental Quality. Cooney himself has
no scientific credentials. He worked for the American Petroleum Institute prior to
being appointed to his position within the Bush administration. He now works for
ExxonMobil.

The manipulation of science for public relations or political advantage inevitably
has a corrupting effect on science itself. It undermines the integrity and objectivity
of scientific research. It creates confusion in the minds of policy-makers and the
general public. What is needed, therefore, is greater public transparency regarding
the sponsorship of science and of organizations that claim to speak on scientific mat-
ters. The public and policy-makers have a right and to know who is funding re-
search, what strings are attached to that funding, and how it may be affecting the
information we use to make decisions—especially decisions on policy matters that
affect us all.
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Research Funding, Conflicts of Interest, and
the “Meta-methodology” of Public Relations

BY SHELDON RAMPTON AND JOHN STAUBER

The power that science wields in modern society is a reflection of its ability to
create knowledge that is as reliable as any product of human endeavor. Its very
prestige, however, also makes it an attractive tool for public relations and mar-
keting purposes. We are all familiar with the commercials announcing that “labora-
tory tests prove” or “nine out of ten doctors agree” that brand X is better than brand
Y. Advertising, however, is only the most visible aspect of modern industry propa-
ganda . Many similar endorsement strategies have been developed by the public re-
lations industry, which prides itself on working invisibly behind the scenes to place
self-serving messages for its clients in the mouths of seemingly independent third
party experts. Within the PR industry, in fact, this strategy has come to be known
as the “third party technique.” Merrill Rose, Executive Vice-President of the Porter/
Novelli PR firm, explains the technique succinctly: “Put your words in someone
else’s mouth.”! Sometimes the technique is used to exaggerate the benefits of a
product. Other times it is used to create doubt about a product’s hazards, or about
criticisms that have been made of a company’s business practices.

PR firms use a variety of quasi-scientific methodologies themselves, such as opin-
ion polling, demographics and psychology. At its core, however, public relations op-
erates on assumptions that are antithetical to science. The ideological underpinning
of the scientific endeavor is a belief that “the truth is out there” and that it can
be grasped through rational human inquiry. “Spin,” however, is the art of arranging
appearances, not substance. “In this era of exploding media technologies, there is
no truth except the truth you create for yourself,” says Richard Edelman at
Edelman Worldwide, one of the world’s largest PR firms.2 As advertising executive
Jack Trout observes, “Marketing is a battle of perception, not products. Truth has
no bearing on the issue.”

Modern science considers itself scientific because it adheres to certain methodolo-
gies. It uses quantitative methods and measurable phenomena; its data is empiri-
cally derived and verifiable by others through experiments that can be reproduced;
and, finally, its practitioners are impartial. Whereas ideological thinkers promulgate
dogmas and defend them in the face of evidence to the contrary, scientists work
with hypotheses which they modify when the evidence so dictates. When public rela-
tions recruits scientists to serve as “third party experts,” however, the techniques
of PRhfunction as a “meta-methodology” that can have a corrupting influence on re-
search.

Publication Bias

The tobacco industry is well known for its PR manipulations of science, many of
which have become public knowledge thanks to whistleblowers and lawsuits that
have resulted in the public release of millions of pages of once-secret industry docu-
ments. In 1998, for example, documents came to light regarding an industry-spon-
sored campaign in the early 1990s to plant sympathetic letters and articles in influ-
ential medical journals. Tobacco companies had secretly paid 13 scientists a total
of $156,000 simply to write a few letters to influential medical journals. One biostat-
istician, Nathan Mantel of American University in Washington, received $10,000 for
writing a single, eight-paragraph letter that was published in the Journal of the
American Medical Association. Cancer researcher Gio Batta Gori received $20,137
for writing four letters and an opinion piece to the Lancet, the Journal of the Na-
tional Cancer Institute and the Wall Street Journal. The scientists didn’t even have
to write the letters themselves. Two tobacco-industry law firms were available to do
the actual drafting and editing. In some cases, scientists were paid not just to write
letters but entire scientific articles. In one case, the tobacco industry paid $25,000
to a single scientist to write an article for the publication Risk Analysis. The same
fee went to former EPA official John Todhunter and tobacco consultant W. Gary
Flamm for an article titled “EPA Process, Risk Assessment-Risk Management
Issues” which they published in the Journal of Regulatory Toxicology and Pharma-
cology, where Flamm served as a member of the journal’s editorial board. Not only

1Merrill Rose, “Activism in the 90s: Changing Roles for Public Relations,” Public Relations
Quarterly, Vol. 36, no. 3 (1991), pp. 28-32.
2Randall Rothenberg, “The Age of Spin,” Esquire, December 1996, p. 71.
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did they fail to disclose that their article had been commissioned by the tobacco in-
dustry, journal editor C. Jelleff Carr later admitted he “never asked that question,
‘Were you paid to write that? I think it would be almost improper for me to do it.”3

The tobacco industry is hardly alone, however, in attempting to influence the sci-
entific publishing process. A similar example of industry influence came to light in
1999 regarding the diet-drug combo fen-phen, developed by Wyeth-Ayerst Labora-
tories. Wyeth-Ayerst had commissioned ghostwriters to write ten articles promoting
fen-phen as a treatment for obesity. Two of the ten articles were actually published
in peer-reviewed medical journals before studies linked fen-phen to heart valve dam-
age and an often-fatal lung disease, forcing the company to pull the drugs from the
market in September 1997. In lawsuits filed by injured fen-phen users, internal
company documents were subpoenaed showing that Wyeth-Ayerst had also edited
the draft articles to play down and occasionally delete descriptions of side effects
associated with the drugs. The final articles were published under the names of
prominent researchers, one of whom claimed later that he had no idea that Wyeth
had commissioned the article on which his name appeared. “It’s really deceptive,”
said Dr. Albert J. Stunkard of the University of Pennsylvania, whose article was
published in the American Journal of Medicine in February 1996. “It sort of makes
you uneasy.” 4

How does a doctor’s name appear an article without him knowing who sponsored
it? The process involved an intermediary hired by Wyeth-Ayerst—Excerpta Medica,
Inc., which received $20,000 for each article. Excerpta’s ghost writers produced first-
draft versions of the articles and then lined up well-known university researchers
like Stunkard and paid them honoraria of $1,000 to $1,500 to edit the drafts and
lend their names to the final work. Stunkard says Excerpta did not tell him that
the honorarium originally came from Wyeth. One of the name-brand researchers
even sent a letter back praising Excerpta’s ghostwriting skills. “Let me congratulate
you and your writer on an excellent and thorough review of the literature, clearly
written,” wrote Dr. Richard L. Atkinson, professor of medicine and nutritional
science at the University of Wisconsin Medical School. “Perhaps I can get you to
write all my papers for me! My only general comment is that this piece may make
dexfenfluramine sound better than it really is.”5

“The whole process strikes me as egregious,” said Jerome P. Kassirer, then-editor
of the New England Journal of Medicine—“the fact that Wyeth commissioned some-
one to write pieces that are favorable to them, the fact that they paid people to put
their names on these things, the fact that people were willing to put their names
on it, the fact that the journals published them without asking questions.” Yet it
would be a mistake to imagine that these failures of the scientific publishing system
reflect greed or laziness on the part of the individuals involved. Naiveté might be
a better word to describe the mindset of the researchers who participate in this sort
of arrangement. In any case, the Wyeth-Ayerst practice is not an isolated incident.
“This is a common practice in the industry. It’s not particular to us,” said Wyeth
spokesman Doug Petkus.

“Pharmaceutical companies hire PR firms to promote drugs,” agrees science writer
Norman Bauman. “Those promotions include hiring freelance writers to write arti-
cles for peer-reviewed journals, under the byline of doctors whom they also hire.
This has been discussed extensively in the medical journals and also in the Wall
Street Journal, and I personally know people who write these journal articles. The
pay is OK—about $3,000 for a six- to ten-page journal article.”

Even the New England Journal of Medicine—often described as the world’s most
prestigious medical journal—has been involved in controversies regarding hidden
economic interests that shape its content and conclusions. In 1986, for example,
NEJM published one study and rejected another that reached opposite conclusions
about the antibiotic amoxicillin, even though both studies were based on the same
data. Scientists involved with the first, favorable study had received $1.6 million in
grants from the drug manufacturer, while the author of the critical study had re-
fused corporate funding. NEJM proclaimed the pro-amoxicillin study the “author-
ized” version, and the author of the critical study underwent years of discipline and
demotions from the academic bureaucracy at his university, which also took the side
of the industry-funded scientist. Five years later, the dissenting scientist’s critical
study finally found publication in the Journal of the American Medical Association,
and other large-scale testing of children showed that those who took amoxicillin ac-

3 David Hanners, “Scientists Were Paid to Write Letters: Tobacco Industry Sought to Discredit
EPA Report,” St. Louis Pioneer Dispatch, August 4, 1998.

4Charles Ornstein, “Fen-phen Maker Accused of Funding Journal Articles,” Dallas Morning
News, May 23, 1999, p. 1A.

5Tbid.
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tually experienced lower recovery rates than children who took no medicine at all.®
In 1989, NEJM came under fire again when it published an article downplaying the
dangers of exposure to asbestos while failing to disclose that the author had ties
to the asbestos industry.” In 1996, a similar controversy emerged when the journal
ran an editorial touting the benefits of diet drugs, again failing to note that the edi-
torial’s authors were paid consultants for companies that sell the drugs.8

In November 1997, questions of conflict of interest arose again when the NEJM
published a scathing review of Sandra Steingraber’s book, Living Downstream: An
Ecologist Looks at Cancer. Authored by Jerry H. Berke, the review described
Steingraber as “obsessed. . .with environmental pollution as the cause of cancer”
and accused her of “oversights and simplifications. . .biased work. . .notoriously
poor scholarship. . .. The focus on environmental pollution and agricultural chemi-
cals to explain human cancer has simply not been fruitful nor given rise to useful
preventive strategies. . .. Living Downstream frightens, at times misinforms, and
then scorns genuine efforts at cancer prevention through lifestyle change. The objec-
tive of Living Downstream appears ultimately to be controversy.”®

Berke was identified alongside the review as “Jerry H. Berke, MD, MPH.” The
NEJM failed to disclose, however, that Berke was director of toxicology for W.R.
Grace, one of the world’s largest chemical manufacturers and a notorious polluter.
A leading manufacturer of asbestos-containing building products, W.R. Grace has
been a defendant in several thousand asbestos-related cancer lawsuits and has paid
millions of dollars in related court judgments. It is probably best-known as the com-
pany that polluted the drinking water of the town of Woburn, Massachusetts, and
later paid an $8 million out-of-court settlement to the families of seven Woburn chil-
dren and one adult who contracted leukemia after drinking contaminated water.
During the Woburn investigation, Grace was caught in two felony lies to the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency.

In response to criticism of these lapses, NEJM editor Jerome P. Kassirer insisted
that his journal’s conflict-of-interest policy was “the tightest in the business.” 10 The
sad fact is that this boast is probably correct. In 1996, Sheldon Krimsky of Tufts
University did a study of journal disclosures that dug into the industry connections
of the authors of 789 scientific papers published by 1,105 researchers in 14 leading
life science and biomedical journals. In 34 percent of the papers, at least one of the
chief authors had an identifiable financial interest connected to the research, and
Krimsky observed that the estimate of 34 percent was probably lower than the true
level of financial conflict of interest, since he was unable to check if the researchers
owned stock or had received consulting fees from the companies involved in commer-
cial applications of their research. None of these financial interests were disclosed
in the journals, where readers could see them.!! In 1999, a larger study by Krimsky
examined 62,000 articles published in 210 different scientific journals and found
only one half of one percent of the articles included information about the authors’
research-related financial ties. Although all of the journals had a formal require-
ment for disclosure of conflicts of interest, 142 of the journals had not published a
single disclosure during 1997, the year under study.12

Corporate-sponsored scientific symposiums provide another means for manipu-
lating the content of medical journals. In 1992, the New England Journal of Medi-
cine published a survey of 625 such symposiums which found that 42 percent of
them were sponsored by a single pharmaceutical sponsor. There was a correlation,
moreover, between single-company sponsorship and practices which commercialize

6Robert Bell, Impure Science: Fraud, Compromise and Political Influence in Scientific Re-
search (New York, NY: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1992), pp. 190-219.

7Brooke T. Mossman and J. Bernard L. Gee, “Asbestos-related Diseases,” New England Jour-
nal of Medicine, Vol. 320, no. 26 (June 29, 1989), pp. 1721-1730. For a detailed critique of this
incident, see Paul Brodeur and Bill Ravanesi, “Old Tricks,” The Networker (newsletter of the
Science and Environmental Health Network), June 1998.

8For NEJM’s response to the controversy over this incident, see Marcia Angell and Jerome
P. Kassirer, “Editorials and Conflicts of Interest,” New England Journal of Medicine, No. 335
(1996), pp. 1055-1056. For the researchers’ side, see JoAnn E. Mason, “Adventures in Scientific
Discourse,” Epidemiology, Vol. 8, no. 3 (May 1997).

9Jerry H. Berke, “Living Downstream” (book review), New England Journal of Medicine, No.
337 (1997), p. 1562.

10“Medical Journal Apologizes for Ethics Blunder,” Washington Post, December 28, 1997.

11 Sheldon Krimsky et al., “Scientific Journals and Their Authors’ Financial Interests: A Pilot
Study,” Psychother Psychosom, Vol. 67, nos. 4-5 (July-October 1998), pp. 194-201.

12Reported in Ralph T. King, “Medical Journals Rarely Disclose Researchers’ Ties, Drawing
Ire,” Wall Street Journal, February 2, 1999. See also Sheldon Krimsky, “Will Disclosure of Fi-
nancial Interests Brighten the Image of Entrepreneurial Science?” (Abstract A—29), in 1999
AAAS Annual Meeting and Science Innovation Exposition: Challenges for a New Century, C.J.
Boyd, ed., American Association for the Advancement of Science.
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or corrupt the scientific review process, including symposiums with misleading titles
designed to promote a specific brand-name product. “Industry-sponsored symposia
are promotional in nature and. . .journals often abandon the peer-review process
when they publish symposiums,” the survey concluded.3

Does Money Matter?

As these examples illustrate, many of the factors that bias scientific results are
considerably more subtle than outright bribery or fraud. Scientists can be naive
about politics, PR and other external factors shaping their work, and may become
indignant at the suggestion that their results are shaped by their funding. But
science does not occur in a vacuum. In studying animal populations, biologists use
the term “selection pressure” to describe the influence that environmental conditions
exert upon the survival of certain genetic traits over others. Within the population
of scientists, a similar type of selection pressure occurs as industry and government
support, combined with the vicissitudes of political fashion, determine which careers
flourish and which languish.

The most dramatic trend influencing the direction of science during the past cen-
tury has been its increasing dependence on funding from government and industry.
Unlike the “gentleman scientists” of the nineteenth century who enjoyed financial
independence that allowed them to explore their personal scientific interests with
considerable freedom, today’s scientists are engaged in expensive research that re-
quires the support of sponsors with deep pockets. A number of factors have contrib-
uted to this change, from the rise of big government to the militarization of sci-
entific research to the emergence of transnational corporations as important patrons
of research.

The last quarter of the twentieth century in particular has seen increasing com-
mercialization of science, as the rise of the so-called “knowledge-based” industries—
computers, telecommunications and biotechnology—prompted a wide variety of cor-
porate research initiatives. In 1970, Federal Government funding for research and
development totaled $14.9 billion, compared to $10.4 billion from industry. By 1997,
government expenditures were $62.7 billion compared to $133.3 billion from indus-
try. After adjusting for inflation, government spending had barely risen, while busi-
ness spending more than tripled.'* Much of this increase, moreover, took place
through corporate partnerships with universities and other academic institutions,
blurring the traditional line between private and public research. Between 1981 and
1995, the proportion of U.S. industry-produced articles that were coauthored with
at least one academic researcher roughly doubled, from 21.6 percent to 40.8 percent.
The increase was even more dramatic in the field of biomedical research, where the
number of coauthored articles quadrupled.l> According to the Association of Amer-
ican Medical Colleges, corporate sponsorship of university medical research has
grown from about 5 percent in the early 1980s to as much as 25 percent in some
places today.16

Corporate funding has transformed scientific and engineering knowledge into
commodities in the new “information economy,” giving rise to an elaborate web of
interlocking directorates between corporate and academic boardrooms and an end-
less variety of university-industry partnerships and “technology transfers,” from
business-funded research parks to fee-for-service work such as drug trials carried
out on university campuses.

“More and more we see the career trajectories of scholars, especially of scientists,
rise and fall not in relation to their intellectually-judged peer standing, but rather
in relation to their skill at selling themselves to those, especially in the biomedical
field, who have large sums of money to spend on a well-marketed promise of com-
mercial viability,” observed Martin Michaelson, an attorney who has represented
Harvard University and a variety of other leading institutions of higher education.
“It is a kind of gold rush,” Michaelson said at a 1999 symposium sponsored by the
American Association for the Advancement of Science. “More and more we see in-
centives to hoard, not disseminate, new knowledge; to suppress, not publish, re-
search results; to titillate prospective buyers, rather than to make full disclosure to
academic colleagues. And we see today, more than ever before, new science first—

13Lisa A. Bero, Alison Galbraith and Drummond Rennie, “The Publication of Sponsored Sym-
posiums in Medical Journals,” New England Journal of Medicine, Vol. 327, no. 16 (October 15,
1992), pp. 1135-1140.

14¢7.S. Expenditures for Research and Development by Source of Funds and Performer,” Wall
Street Journal Almanac 1999 (New York, NY: Ballantine Books, 1998), p. 363.

15“Industry Trends in Research Support and Links to Public Research,” National Science
Board, 1998, <hitp:/ /www.nsf.gov /pubs/1998/nsb9899 | nsb9899.htm>, (July 25, 2000).

16 Melissa B. Robinson, “Medical School Faculty Say Budget Cuts Are Hurting Teaching,” As-
sociated Press, May 19, 1999.
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generally, very carefully, and thinly—described in the fine print of initial public of-
ferings and SEC filings, rather than in the traditional, fuller loci of academic com-
munication.” 17

Industry-academic entanglements can take many forms, some of which are not di-
rectly related to funding for specific research. Increasingly, scientists are being
asked to sit on the board of directors of for-profit companies, a service which re-
quires relatively little time but can pay very well—often in excess of $50,000 per
year. Other private-sector perks may include gifts to researchers of lab equipment
or cash, or generous payment for speeches, travel and consulting. The benefits that
come with these sorts of arrangements are self-evident. The downside, however, is
that corporate funding creates a culture of secrecy that can be chilling to free aca-
demic inquiry. Businesses frequently require scientists to keep “proprietary informa-
tion” under wraps so that competitors can’t horn in on their trade secrets.

In 1994 and 1995, researchers led by David Blumenthal at the Massachusetts
General Hospital surveyed more than 3,000 academic researchers involved in the
life sciences and found that 64 percent of their respondents reported having some
sort of financial relationship with industry. They also found that scientists with in-
dustry relationships were more likely to delay or withhold publication of their data.
Their study, published by the Journal of the American Medical Association, found
that during the three years prior to the survey, 20 percent of researchers reported
delaying publication of their research results for more than six months. The reasons
cited for delaying publication included the desire to patent applications from their
discovery and a desire by some researchers to “slow the dissemination of undesired
results.” The practice of withholding publication or refusing to share data with other
scientists was particularly common among biotechnology researchers.18

“It used to be that if you published you could ask about results, reagents—now
you have these confidentiality agreements,” said Nobel Prize-winning biochemist
Paul Berg, a professor of biochemistry at Stanford University. “Sometimes if you ac-
cept a grant from a company, you have to include a proviso that you won’t distribute
anything except with its okay. It has a negative impact on science.”

The problem of secrecy in science is particularly troubling when it involves con-
flicts of interest between a company’s marketing objectives and the public’s right to
know. When research results are not to a sponsor’s liking, the company may use
heavy-handed tactics to suppress them—even if doing so comes at the expense of
public health and the common good.

One such case came to light in 1997 regarding the work of Betty Dong, a re-
searcher at the University of California. In the late 1980s, the Boots Pharmaceutical
company took an interest in Dong’s work after she published a limited study which
suggested that Synthroid, a thyroid medication manufactured by Boots, was supe-
rior to drugs produced by the company’s competitors. Boots offered $250,000 to fi-
nance a large-scale study that would confirm these preliminary findings. To the
company’s dismay, however, the larger study, which Dong completed in 1990, con-
tradicted her earlier findings and showed that Synthroid was no more effective than
the cheaper drugs made by Boots’s competitors. What followed was a seven-year
battle to discredit Dong and prevent publication of her work. The contract which
Dong and her university had signed with the company gave it exclusive access to
the prepublished results of the study as well as final approval over whether it would
ever be published. The study sat on the shelf for five years while Boots waged a
campaign to discredit Dong and the study, bombarding the chancellor and other uni-
versity officials with allegations of unethical conduct and quibbles over the study’s
method, even though the company itself had previously approved the method. In
1994, Dong submitted a paper based on her work to the Journal of the American
Medical Association. It was accepted for publication and already set in type when
the company invoked its veto right, forcing her to withdraw it.19

In 1995, Boots was purchased by Knoll Pharmaceutical, which continued to sup-
press Dong’s conclusions. While she remained unable to publish her own results,
Knoll published a reinterpretation of her data under the authorship of Gilbert
Mayor, a doctor employed by the company. Mayor published his reanalysis of Dong’s
data without acknowledging her or her research associates, a practice that JAMA
would later characterize as publishing “results hijacked from those who did the

17Remarks by Martin Michaelson, delivered at AAAS symposium on Secrecy in Science, MIT,
Cambridge, MA, March 29, 1999 <hitp://www.aaas.org/spp/secrecy/Presents/michael.htm>,
(July 25, 2000).

18 David Blumenthal and others, “Withholding Research Results in Academic Life Science,”
Journal of the American Medical Association, Vol. 277, no. 15 (April 16, 1997).

19 Drummond Rennie, “Thyroid Storm” (editorial), Journal of the American Medical Associa-
tion, Vol. 277, no. 15 (April 16, 1997), p. 1242.
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work.”20 After further legal battles and an exposé of Knoll’s heavy-handed tactics
in the Wall Street Journal, Dong was finally allowed to publish her own version of
the study in the Journal of the American Medical Association in 1997—nearly seven
years after its completion. During those seven years, Boots/Knoll had used
Synthroid’s claims of superiority to dominate the $600-million-per-year synthetic
thyroid market. The publication of her work in JAMA prompted a class-action law-
suit on the part of Synthroid users who had been effectively duped into paying an
estimated $365 million per year more than they needed for their medication. Knoll
settled the lawsuit out of court for $98 million—a fraction of the extra profits it had
made during the years it spent suppressing Dong’s study.2!

Another attempt to suppress research occurred in 1995, when liver specialist
Nancy Olivieri at the University of Toronto wanted to warn patients about the toxic
side effects of a drug she was testing. The Canadian drug giant Apotex, which was
sponsoring the study in hopes of marketing the drug, told her to keep quiet, citing
a nondisclosure agreement that she had signed. When Olivieri alerted her patients
anyway and published her concerns in the New England Journal of Medicine,
Apotex threatened her with legal action and she was fired from her hospital, a re-
cipient of hundreds of thousands of dollars each year in research funding from
Apotex.

In 1997, David Kern, an occupational health expert at Brown University, discov-
ered eight cases of a new, deadly lung disease among workers at a Microfibres, Inc,
a manufacturer of finely-cut nylon flock based in Pawtucket, Rhode Island. Micro-
fibres tried to suppress Kern’s finding, citing a confidentiality agreement that he
had signed at the time of an educational visit to the company more than a year be-
fore the start of his research. When Kern spoke out anyway, administrators at the
hospital and university where he worked (a recipient of charitable contributions
from Microfibres) insisted that he withdraw a previously submitted scientific
communiqué about the disease outbreak and that he cease providing medical care
to his patients who worked at the company. Kern’s program—the state’s only occu-
pational health center—was subsequently closed, and his job was eliminated.22 Even
more disturbing was the response of many of his research colleagues. “There were
courageous folks who stood up for me, but most looked the other way,” he said. “I'm
mightily discouraged by the failure of the community to do more.” 23

Beyond the problem of outright fraud and suppression, moreover, there is a larger
and more pervasive problem: the systemwide bias that industry funding creates
among researchers in commercially profitable fields. “Virtually every academic in
biotechnology is involved in exploiting it commercially,” observed Orville Chapman
of the University of California at Los Angeles. “We’ve lost our credentials as unbi-
ased on such subjects as cloning or the modification of living things, and we seem
singularly reluctant to think it through.”24

A host of techniques exist for manipulating research protocols to produce studies
whose conclusions fit their sponsor’s predetermined interests. These techniques in-
clude adjusting the time of a study (so that toxic effects do not have time to emerge),
subtle manipulations of target and control groups or dosage levels, and subjective
interpretations of complex data. Often such methods stop short of outright fraud,
but lead to predictable results. “Usually associations that sponsor research have a
fairly good idea what the outcome will be, or they won’t fund it,” says Joseph Hotch-
kiss of Cornell University. When researchers have examined the link between fund-
ing sources and research outcomes, they have found a striking pattern of cor-
respondence:

e In 1994, researchers in Boston studied the relationship between funding and
reported drug performance in published trials of anti-inflammatory drugs
used in the treatment of arthritis. They reviewed 56 drug trials and found
that in every single case, the manufacturer-associated drug was reported as
being equal or superior in efficacy and toxicity to the comparison drug. “These
claims of superiority, especially in regard to side effects, are often not sup-
ported by the trial data,” they added. “These data raise concerns about selec-

20 Tbid.

21 Shenk, pp. 11-12.

22Robert Lee Hotz, “Secrecy Is Often the Price of Medical Research Funding,” Los Angeles
Times, May 18, 1999, p. A-1.

23 Richard A. Knox, “Disclosure Fight May Push Doctor Out of Occupational Health Field,”
Boston Globe, May 22, 1999, p. B5.

24“Special Report: What Happens when Universities Become Businesses?” (Research Corpora-
tion Annual Report, 1997), p. 9.
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tive publication or biased interpretation of results in manufacturer-associated
trials.” 25

e In 1996, researchers Mildred K. Cho and Lisa A. Bero compared studies of
new drug therapies and found that 98 percent of the studies funded by a
drug’s maker reached favorable conclusions about its safety and efficacy, com-
pared to 76 percent of studies funded by independent sources.26

In 1998, the New England Journal of Medicine published a study which ex-
amined the relationship between drug-industry funding and research conclu-
sions about calcium-channel blockers, a class of drugs used to treat high blood
pressure. There are safety concerns about the use of calcium-channel blockers
because of research showing that they present a higher risk of heart attacks
than other older and cheaper forms of blood pressure medication such as
diuretics and beta-blockers. The NEJM study examined 70 articles on channel
blockers and classified them into three categories: favorable, neutral and crit-
ical. It found that 96 percent of the authors of favorable articles had financial
ties to manufacturers of calcium-channel blockers, compared with 60 percent
of the neutral authors and 37 percent of the critical authors. Only two of the
70 articles disclosed the authors’ corporate ties.2?

e In October 1999, researchers at Northwestern University in Chicago studied
the relationship between funding sources and conclusions reached by studies
of new cancer drugs and found that studies sponsored by drug companies
were nearly eight times less likely to report unfavorable conclusions than
studies paid for by nonprofit organizations.28

Drug research is not the only field in which this pattern can be detected. In 1996,
journalists Dan Fagin and Marianne Lavelle reviewed recent studies published in
major scientific journals regarding the safety of four chemicals: the herbicides
alachlor and atrazine, formaldehyde, and perchloroethylene, the carcinogenic solvent
used for dry cleaning clothes. When nonindustry scientists did the studies, 60 per-
cent returned results unfavorable to the chemicals involved, whereas industry-fund-
ing scientists came back with favorable results 74 percent of the time. Fagin and
Lavelle observed a particularly strong biasing influence with respect to agribusiness
financing for research related to farm weed control. “Weed scientists—a close-knit
fraternity of researchers in industry, academia, and government—like to call them-
selves ‘nozzleheads’ or ‘spray and pray guys,’” they stated. “As the nicknames sug-
gest, their focus is usually much narrower than weeds. As many of its leading prac-
titioners admit, weed science almost always means herbicide science, and herbicide
science almost always means herbicide-justification science. Using their clout as the
most important source of research dollars, chemical companies have skillfully wield-
ed weed scientists to ward off the EPA, organic farmers, and others who want to
wean American farmers away from their dependence on atrazine, alachlor, and
other chemical weedkillers.” 29

Solutions

Recognizing the problem of funding-driven bias, leading medical journals recently
announced the adoption of a uniform policy that reserves the right to refuse to pub-
lish drug company-sponsored studies unless the researchers involved are guaranteed
scientific independence. Hopefully, this announcement from the New England Jour-
nal of Medicine, the Lancet, the Annals of Internal Medicine and the Journal of the
American Medical Association will serve as a signal for other journals to adopt simi-
lar policies.

In addition, however, researchers and medical journals should adopt stricter
standards of disclosure regarding funding itself. Some researchers bridle at this ex-
pectation. When asked who funds their research, they may argue that this question

25P A. Rochon, J. H. Gurwitz, R.W. Simms, P.R. Fortin, D.T. Felson, K.L. Minaker, et al, “A
Study of Manufacturer-Supported Trials of Nonsteroidal Anti-inflammatory Drugs in the Treat-
ment of Arthritis,” Archives of Internal Medicine, Vol. 154, no. 2 (January 24, 1994), pp. 157—
163.

26 Mildred K. Cho and Lisa A. Bero, “The Quality of Drug Studies Published in Symposium
Proceedings,” Annals of Internal Medicine, Vol. 124, no. 5 (8/1/96), pp. 485-489.

27Henry Thomas Stelfox and others, “Conflict of Interest in the Debate over Calcium-Channel
Antagonists,” New England Journal of Medicine, Vol. 338, No. 2 (January 8, 1998), pgs. 101-

106.

28M. Friedberg, B. Saffran, T.J. Stinson, W. Nelson and C.L. Bennett, “Evaluation of Conflict
of Interest in Economic Analyses of New Drugs Used in Oncology,” Journal of the American
Medical Association, Vol. 282, no. 15 (October 20, 1999), pp. 1453-1457.

29 Dan Fagin and Marianne Lavelle, Toxic Deception (Secaucus, NJ: Birch Lane Press, 1996),
pp. 51-52.
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is irrelevant or that merely asking the question casts aspersions on their integrity.
Individual integrity, however, is not the real issue. There is nothing inherently
wrong with research sponsored by companies with a vested interest in its outcome.
Nevertheless, neither researchers nor the sponsors of their research can be expected
to be completely objective or to recognize their own bias if it exists. Funding does
not necessarily create bias, but it selects bias and is a leading indicator of bias. For
this reason alone, a researcher’s funding and other possible financial conflicts of in-
terest are important information which should be published as routinely as study
methodologies and statistical confidence levels. Funding itself may not taint a re-
searcher’s integrity, but lack of candor about funding should be regarded as an eth-
ical breach, and both researchers and scientific journals should work to foster a cul-
ture of expectations in which full and frank disclosure of such ties becomes the norm
rather than the exception.

Finally, it is important to maintain an “information commons”—a space for re-
search funded by nonprofit organizations, universities and governmental bodies. Re-
search by these institutions may carry its own political agendas, but it is an impor-
tant alternative and counterweight to proprietary, profit-driven research.
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Chairman MILLER. Thank you. I find that my southern upbring-
ing and the difficulty of interrupting people for fear would seem
like bad manners coming into conflict with my role as Chairman,
and that upbringing was not even overcome by three years in law
school. But if you could try to keep generally within the five min-
utes. We are not going to be real, real harsh about that time limit.
It would be helpful to all of us.

Dr. McCarthy.

STATEMENT OF DR. JAMES J. MCCARTHY, ALEXANDER AGAS-
SIZ PROFESSOR OF BIOLOGICAL OCEANOGRAPHY, HAR-
VARD UNIVERSITY; BOARD MEMBER, UNION OF CONCERNED
SCIENTISTS

Dr. McCARTHY. Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee,
thank you for holding this hearing and giving me the opportunity
to testify today about efforts to distort the science of climate
change.

As you pointed out, I am the Alexander Agassiz Professor of Bio-
logical Oceanography at Harvard. I am the President-Elect of the
American Association for the Advancement of Science, and I am a
board member of the Union of Concerned Scientists. I also co-
chaired Working Group II of the Inter-Governmental Panel and
Climate Change, IPCC, for the Third Assessment, which reported
out in 2001.

I will begin today by describing the robust and consistent sci-
entific understanding of climate change and the threat it poses. I
will then summarize two recent reports of the Union of Concerned
Scientists to show how the Bush Administration, political ap-
pointees, and a network of Exxon-funded, ExxonMobil funded orga-
nizations have sought to distort, manipulate, and suppress climate
science so as to confuse the American public about the urgency of
the global warming problem, and thus, forestall a strong policy re-
sponse. I will close by providing recommendations to protect the in-
tegrity of science and the free flow of scientific information and to
insure strong policies that will provide a healthy climate for our
children.

Over the past 25 years a broad consensus on the science of cli-
mate change has emerged. In June, 2005, the Academies of Science
in each of the G8 nations plus India, China, and Brazil, issued a
joint statement which said that, “The scientific understanding of
climate change is now sufficiently clear to justify nations taking
prompt action.” In the United States the American Geophysical
Union, the American Meteorological Society, and the American As-
sociation for the Advancement of Science have all made similar
statements about the urgency of the climate threat. And last month
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as Chairman Gordon pointed out, the IPCC released a report which
concludes that the planet is unequivocally warming and that the
warming we are seeing is due primarily to human activities such
as the burning of fossil fuels and the clearing of forests. And as
Chairman Gordon pointed out, the United States and over 100
other nations endorsed this conclusion.

How is it then that the non-scientific organizations and a few in-
dividuals are able to cast such doubt on the common statement of
the world’s leading scientific academies and the IPCC? A recent re-
port by the Union of Concerned Scientists provides an explanation.
Smoke, Mirrors, and Hot Air documents how ExxonMobil has
adopted the tobacco industry’s disinformation tactics as well as
some of the same organizations and personnel to cloud the sci-
entific understanding of climate change and to delay action.

ExxonMobil has funneled nearly $16 million between 1998, and
2005, to a network of 43 advocacy organizations that seek to con-
fuse the public on global warming science. Virtually all of these
groups consist of an overlapping collection of individuals serving as
staff, board members, and scientific advisors to public and republic
the works of a small group of climate change contrurians.

Finally, the report reveals ExxonMobil’s influence over Govern-
ment policy, including successfully urging the Bush Administration
to back away from the U.S. commitment to the Kyoto Protocol and
successfully lobbying the White House to withdraw its support for
the re-nomination of Robert Watson, an internationally respected
U.S. scientist to a second term as Chairman of the IPCC. Political
interference at the highest levels is harming federal science and is
threatening the health and safety of Americans. Our recent report
on interference in the work of federal climate scientists, atmos-
phere of pressure, found that some of our nation’s highest-quality
climate science is being suppressed. One hundred and fifty federal
climate scientists, three out of five respondents personally experi-
enced at least one incident of political interference over the past
five years. That number should be zero. Tarek Maassarani will
speak more about some of these findings in his statement.

Chairman Miller and Chairman Gordon, I am sure I speak for
all scientists when I thank you for the initiative that you have
taken with your letter to 11 federal agencies regarding their
science media practices.

Recommendations. Congress should take action to prevent the
worst effects of global warming, ignore the disinformation cam-
paign funded by ExxonMobil, and take steps to protect federal cli-
mate scientists from political interference. There are several con-
crete steps that need to restore scientific integrity.

I congratulate the House of Representatives for the passage of
legislation extending whistleblower protections to scientists, and
we hope that the Senate will follow your lead. The constitutional
right of federal scientists to speak freely must be guaranteed. Sci-
entists should not be subject to undue restrictions on media con-
tacts, and finally, all Americans must be guaranteed access to the
scientific basis for the agency decisions that affect their health and
safety and are paid for with their tax dollars.

In conclusion, Congress needs to recognize ExxonMobil’s
disinformation campaign for what it is. I urge Members of Con-
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gress to draw the scientific information needed to formulate wise
climate policy from bona fide scientific organizations and member
scientists who publish in the scientific literature and to assiduously
avoid being influenced by the protestations of small but vocal advo-
cacy groups funded by ExxonMobil for the express purpose of cast-
ing doubt on a robust body of climate science.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dr. McCarthy follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JAMES J. MCCARTHY

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, thank you for holding this hear-
ing, and for giving me the opportunity to testify today about efforts to distort the
science of climate change. My name is James McCarthy, and I am Alexander Agas-
siz Professor of Biological Oceanography at Harvard University. From 1986 to 1993,
I served as Chair of the International Committee that establishes research priorities
and oversees implementation of the International Geosphere—Biosphere Program.
From 1997 to 2001, I co-chaired Working Group II of the Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change (IPCC), which had responsibilities for assessing impacts of and
vulnerabilities to global climate change for the Third IPCC Assessment. I am Presi-
dent-Elect of the American Association for the Advancement of Science, and member
of the Board of Union of Concerned Scientists.

It is now clear that for a number of years, both Bush Administration political ap-
pointees and a network of organizations funded by the world’s largest private energy
company, ExxonMobil, have sought to distort, manipulate and suppress climate
science, so as to confuse the American public about the reality and urgency of the
global warming problem, and thus forestall a strong policy response.

Unfortunately, these efforts have misled many individuals, including elected offi-
cials, to believe that the human influences on climate change are either negligible
or of little consequence. The science, however, leaves no doubt that human induced
climate change is of enormous potential consequence, and clearly one of the most
urgent issues of our times. It is also increasingly clear that we only have a narrow
window of time—a decade or less—within which to initiate serious action if we are
to avoid the highly negative impacts of global warming that are otherwise projected
for this century.

In my testimony, I will begin by describing the process by which scientists have
reached a robust and consistent position on our understanding of climate change
and the threats it poses. I will then summarize two recent reports by the Union of
Concerned Scientists. The first, “Smoke, Mirrors, and Hot Air,” details how
ExxonMobil manufactured uncertainty on climate change, and the second, “A¢mos-
phere of Pressure,” describes how federal climate science has been systematically
manipulated and suppressed. I will close by providing recommendations for Con-
gress, the administration and ExxonMobil to protect the integrity of science and the
free flow of scientific information and to ensure strong public policies that will pro-
vide a healthy climate for our children and grandchildren.

The Role of Science in Addressing Global Warming

First, let me outline where the scientific understanding of climate change and the
threat it poses now stands. Science is an evolving body of knowledge, which is al-
ways open to challenge and new ideas. But there is a process by which this occurs,
one that gives these challenges and new ideas credibility and legitimacy. This is
through publication in peer reviewed scientific journals.

Novel findings do not always readily attain widespread acceptance in the scientific
community. For example, the most important contribution to Earth sciences in the
last four decades may be the discovery of seafloor-spreading and plate tectonics. And
get, some distinguished Earth scientists went to their graves unconvinced of the evi-

ence.

Sometimes new findings, seemingly credible in the initial publication, are eventu-
ally proven wrong. The process of science is to continue to question and challenge
both new and well-established findings. No scientist would ever discourage this
skepticism.

The understanding of how changes in the atmospheric concentrations of green-
house gases can affect Earth’s temperature dates to the late 1800’s. But due to the
complex dynamics of climate, it took time for scientists to understand the linkages
between chemical cycles involving land, ocean and atmospheric processes, and to as-
certain clear trends in climate and in greenhouse gas concentrations. Was the Earth
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warming or cooling? Could the amount of heat-trapping gases produced by humans
really be large enough to affect change? These and many other sensible questions
were a common motivator of scientific studies in the last century. It was not until
the latter half of the 20th century that key pieces of the relationship between in-
creases in concentrations of heat-trapping gases and climate came into clear view.

For the past 25 years, many national academies of science have reviewed the body
of climate science and have spoken consistently regarding the observed changes in
Earth’s climate and the evidence that human activities are the primary source of
heat-trapping emissions responsible for global warming.

In June, 2005, the academies of science in each of the G-8 nations plus India,
China, and Brazil issued a joint statement summarizing the science relating to an-
thropogenic climate change, which declared:

«

. .there is now strong evidence that significant global warming is occur-
ring. . . It is likely that most of the warming in recent decades can be attrib-
uted to human activities. . . This warming has already led to changes in
Earth’s climate. . . The scientific understanding of climate change is now suffi-
ciently clear to justify nations taking prompt action. It is vital that all nations
identify cost-effective steps that they can take now, to contribute to substantial
and long-term reduction in net global greenhouse gas emissions.”

Within the Unites States most climate scientists are members of one or more of
the following professional organizations which publish scientific journals and hold
regular meetings for scientists to present their latest findings: the American Geo-
physical Union (41,000 members), the American Meteorology Society (AMS) (11,000
members), and the American Association for the Advancement of Science (120,000
individual and institutional members). These preeminent scientific societies have all
made similar statements about recent climate change. Here, for example is the
statement of the AMS:

“Despite uncertainties, there is adequate evidence from observations and inter-
pretations of climate simulations to conclude that the atmosphere, ocean, and
land surface are warming; that humans have significantly contributed to this
change; and that further climate change will continue to have important im-
pacts on human societies, on economies, on ecosystems and on wildlife through
the 21st century and beyond.”

And, just last month, the authoritative Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC) released a report which concludes that the planet is unequivocally
warming—their word, unequivocal—and that the warming we’re seeing is due pri-
marily to the coal, oil and natural gas we burn to power our homes, businesses and
transportation.

Despite this strong scientific understanding, media coverage and political debate
on global warming science often give undue credence to the views of little known
organizations and statements by individuals purporting to be experts on climate
science.

A medical analogy comes to mind. Official position statements of the National
Academies Institute of Medicine, the American Medical Association, the American
Heart Association, and the American Cancer Society state that medical evidence
strongly links cigarette smoking to lung and heart disease. Would any of us who
are not experts in this field of medical science feel qualified challenging the views
of these august bodies?

How is it then, that non-scientific organizations and a few individuals are able
to cast doubt on the common statement of the world’s leading scientific academies,
the IPCC, and on more than a century of scientific discovery regarding climate
science? A recent report by the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) provides an ex-
planation.

ExxonMobil’s Disinformation Campaign?

In January 2007, UCS released “Smoke, Mirrors and Hot Air: How ExxonMobil
Uses Big Tobacco Tactics to Manufacture Uncertainty on Climate Science.” The re-
port documents how ExxonMobil, the world’s largest energy company, has for years
underwritten a sophisticated disinformation campaign whose aim has been to de-
ceive the public and policy-makers about the reality of global warming. The cam-
paign bears striking similarities to the tobacco industry’s decades-long effort to mis-
lead the public about the scientific evidence linking smoking to lung cancer and
heart disease. In fact, some of the same organizations and individuals involved in

1References available in the full report, available at www.ucsusa.org/news/press_release/
ExxonMobil-GlobalWarming-tobacco.html
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the tobacco industry effort are also part of the ExxonMobil’s disinformation cam-

aign.
Like the tobacco industry in previous decades, ExxonMobil has:

o Raised doubts about even the most indisputable scientific evidence;

e Funded an array of front organizations to create the appearance of a broad
platform for a tight-knit group of vocal climate change contrarians who mis-
represent peer-reviewed scientific findings;

o Attempted to portray its opposition to action as a positive quest for “sound
science” rather than business self-interest; and,

e Used its access to the Bush Administration to block federal policies and shape
government communications on global warming.

ExxonMobil Contributions to Climate Contrarian Groups

Specifically, the UCS report shows that between 1998 and 2005, ExxonMobil fun-
neled close to $16 million to a network of 43 ideological and advocacy groups that
seek to manufacture uncertainty about the strong scientific consensus on global
warming. These groups promote spokespeople who misrepresent peer-reviewed sci-
entific findings or cherry-pick facts in an attempt to mislead the media and public
into thinking there is vigorous debate in the mainstream scientific community about
climate change. Among the ExxonMobil-funded groups are established conservative
and anti-regulation think tanks and organizations such as the American Enterprise
Institute. There are also a myriad of smaller, lesser known groups, including the
Heartland Institute ($560,000), the Annapolis Center for Science Based Public Pol-
icy ($763,500), and Frontiers of Freedom ($1,000,200).

There are two disturbing themes about the groups funded by ExxonMobil. First,
virtually all of the 43 organizations publish and publicize the work of a nearly iden-
tical small group of spokespeople who work to misrepresent climate science and con-
fuse the public’s understanding of global warming. Most of these organizations also
include these same individuals as board members or scientific advisers. Second,
ExxonMobil has often been the major underwriter of these groups’ climate change-
related activities.

There are many examples of what I've described in the UCS report. Solid state
physicist Frederick Seitz, for instance, is the emeritus chair of the ExxonMobil fund-
ed Marshall Institute and is also affiliated with at least four other groups receiving
funding from ExxonMobil. Patrick Michaels and Fred Singer, both prolific climate
change skeptics, each have ties to no fewer than 11 organizations funded by
ExxonMobil.

In terms of the organizations themselves, one of the most striking features to
emerge from the data is the fact that ExxonMobil is often the major underwriter
of these groups’ climate change-related efforts. A good example is a Washington,
DC.-based group called the Committee for a Constructive Tomorrow. This organiza-
tion has, since 1998, received nearly a half a million dollars from ExxonMobil. The
company’s 2004 grant to this organization made up approximately a quarter of the
group’s total expenses for that year.

Another notable example is the Competitive Enterprise Institute which has, to
date, received more than $2 million in ExxonMobil funding.

All these figures and many more like them are documented in the report and its
appendices. Part of UCS’s goal was to provide a comprehensive reference of people,
organizations, and funding data on this topic, and with close to 300 footnotes, the
report provides plenty of source material for people to look into the story more deep-
ly for themselves.

ExxonMobil Links to Big Tobacco

In addition to providing this information, though, the report also details links in
strategy and personnel between ExxonMobil’s efforts and those of the tobacco indus-
try. It includes the text, for instance, of a seminal 1998 memo that ExxonMobil
helped draft as part of a small group called the Global Climate Science Team that
set much of the company’s strategy in motion. As the report shows, this internal
memo didn’t just mimic the tobacco industry’s strategy, it even drew upon key per-
sonnel who had implemented it.

For instance, Randy Randol, ExxonMobil’s senior environmental lobbyist at the
time, was a member of this Global Climate Science Team. Notably, so was Steve
Milloy, who headed a tobacco front organization. As we now know from internal doc-
uments made public by court order, the tobacco firm Philip Morris actually hired
a PR firm to create this group—called the Advancement of Sound Science Coali-
tion—in 1993 to mislead the public about the dangers of second-hand smoke. In an
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effort to disguise its identity as a tobacco industry front group, TASSC also fostered
support for a host of other anti-regulatory efforts on issues ranging from asbestos
to radon.

Milloy is one of several veterans of the tobacco industry’s disinformation campaign
who this report shows are involved in ExxonMobil’s similar, ongoing efforts on glob-
al warming. As recently as 2004, ExxonMobil has continued to fund Milloy’s efforts.
He currently runs two organizations out of his Maryland home-the resuscitated Ad-
vancement of Sound Science Center and something called the Free Enterprise Edu-
cation Institute. ExxonMobil’s close connection with some of the very same per-
sonnel who helped engineer the tobacco industry’s blatant and shameful
disinformation campaign speaks for itself.

ExxonMobil’s Political Influence

The UCS report shows that ExxonMobil’s influence over government policy may
surpass that of the tobacco industry it emulates. The report documents that during
the 2000-2006 election cycles, ExxonMobil’s PAC and individuals affiliated with the
company gave more than $4 million to federal candidates and parties. Shortly after
President Bush took office, ExxonMobil began to wield its influence. In 2001,
ExxonMobil participated in Vice President Cheney’s “Energy Task Force,” which rec-
ommended a continued reliance on fossil fuels.

ExxonMobil also successfully urged the Bush Administration to back away from
the U.S. Commitment to the Kyoto Protocol. Notes from a 2001 talk by State De-
partment official Paula Dobriansky confirm the role ExxonMobil played in per-
suading the Administration to abandon the international agreement. Another 2001
memo from ExxonMobil urged the Administration to hire Harlan Watson, a vocal
opponent of climate action, as the lead negotiator for the U.S. on international cli-
mate policy. Since then H. Watson has steadfastly opposed any U.S. engagement in
the Kyoto process.

Other documents reveal that in February 2001, following the release of an author-
itative report by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC),
ExxonMobil successfully lobbied the White House to withdraw its support for re-
nomination of Robert Watson to a second term as Chairman of the IPCC. R. Watson,
an internationally respected scientist, has served as the Director of the Science Divi-
sion at NASA and was at the time a chief scientist at the World Bank.

In one of the most striking examples of ExxonMobil’s influence, the administra-
tion hired Philip Cooney to serve as the Chief of Staff in the White House Council
of Environmental Quality (CEQ) from 2001-2005. Before joining the Administration,
Cooney had spent a decade as a lawyer for the American Petroleum institute, the
oil industry lobby that worked with ExxonMobil to develop its disinformation cam-
paign. In that capacity, Cooney sought to prevent the U.S. from entering into any
kind of international agreement or enacting any domestic legislation that might lead
to mandatory limits on global warming emissions.

Cooney, a lawyer with an undergraduate degree in economics, had no scientific
credentials that might qualify him to rewrite the findings of top government sci-
entists. Nonetheless, during his tenure at CEQ, he spent a significant amount of
time censoring and distorting government reports so as to exaggerate scientific un-
certainty about global warming. One particularly damning incident involved
Cooney’s efforts to sabotage the Administration’s own May 2002 “U.S. Climate Ac-
tion Report,” which concluded that climate change posed a significant risk and was
caused by human-made emissions. The report drew on the findings of the “U.S. Na-
tional Assessment of the Potential Consequences of Climate Variability and
Change,” an earlier government report that predated the Bush Administration.

E-mail correspondence obtained through a Freedom of Information Act request
shows that Cooney contacted Myron Ebell at the ExxonMobil-funded Competitive
Enterprise Institute for help in undermining the Administration’s own report. Ebell
advised the Administration to distance itself from the report. Shortly after, Presi-
dent Bush did exactly that, denigrating the report as having been “put out by the
bureaucracy.” CEI then filed the second of two lawsuits calling for the Bush Admin-
istration to withdraw the National Assessment, on which the report in question was
based.

Cooney’s inappropriate activities came to light when Rick Piltz, a whistle-blowing
researcher at the U.S. Government’s interagency Climate Change Science Program,
resigned in protest over Cooney’s censorship practices and other Bush Administra-
tion abuses of climate science. Two days after the New York Times first reported
on Piltz’s revelations, Cooney resigned. It was not surprising when, one week after
he left the White house, Cooney accepted a high-ranking public relations position
at ExxonMobil.
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The Bottom Line on ExxonMobil

In an effort reminiscent of the tobacco industry, ExxonMobil has helped create an
echo chamber that serves to amplify the views of a carefully selected group of
spokespeople whose work has been largely discredited by the scientific community.
Hopefully, as the connections documented in this report become known, lawmakers,
media, and the public will become more attuned to the relationships that many of
the most vocal critics of climate change science and their organizations have to a
corporation that has repeatedly refused to acknowledge the science and respond to
the concerns so succinctly summarized in the joint statement of the 11 Academies
and the recent IPCC report.

Protecting Federal Climate Scientists from Political Interference

Federal climate science research is at the forefront of assessing fundamental
causes of global warming and the future dangers it could pose to our nation and
the world. Such research is of tremendous value to many Americans planning for
these risks, including coastal communities designing infrastructure for protecting
against storm surges; civil authorities planning for heat waves; power companies
preparing for higher peak energy demands; forest managers planning wildfire man-
agement programs; farmers adjusting to changing precipitation patterns; and policy-
makers evaluating energy legislation. Therefore, it is crucial that the best available
science on climate change be disseminated to the public, through government
websites, reports, and press releases. In recent years, however, this science has been
increasingly tailored to reflect political goals rather than scientific fact.

Out of concern that inappropriate political interference and media favoritism are
compromising federal climate science, the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) and
the Government Accountability Project (GAP) undertook independent investigations
of federal climate science. UCS mailed a questionnaire to more than 1,600 climate
scientists at seven federal agencies to gauge the extent to which politics was playing
a role in scientists’ research. Surveys were also sent to scientists at the independent
(non-federal) National Center for Atmospheric Research (NCAR) to serve as a com-
parison with the experience of federal scientists. About 19 percent of all scientists
responded (279 from federal agencies and 29 from NCAR). At the same time, GAP
conducted 40 in-depth interviews with federal climate scientists and other officials
and analyzed thousands of pages of government documents, obtained through the
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) and inside sources, regarding agency media poli-
cies and congressional communications.

These two complementary investigations arrived at similar conclusions regarding
the state of federal climate research and the need for strong policies to protect the
integrity of science and the free flow of scientific information. Together, they formed
the basis for “Atmosphere of Pressure,” a joint report by the Union of Concerned Sci-
entists and the Government Accountability Project.

Findings of the Report: “Atmosphere of Pressure”

Political Interference with Climate Science: The Federal Government needs accu-
rate scientific information to craft effective policies. Political interference with the
work of federal scientists threatens the quality and integrity of these policies. As
such, no scientist should ever encounter any of the various types of political inter-
ference described in our survey questions. Yet unacceptably large numbers of federal
climate scientists personally experienced instances of interference over the past five
years:

e 57 scientists (21 percent of all respondents to the question) personally experi-

enced pressure to eliminate the words “climate change,” “global warming,” or

other similar terms from a variety of communications.

41 scientists (15 percent) personally experienced changes or edits during re-

view that changed the meaning of scientific findings.

e 47 scientists (18 percent) personally experienced statements by officials at
their agencies that misrepresented scientists’ findings.

e 60 scientists (22 percent) personally experienced the disappearance or un-

usual delay of websites, reports, or other science-based materials relating to

climate.

97 scientists (36 percent) personally experienced new or unusual administra-

tive requirements that impair climate-related work.

e 17 scientists (six percent) personally experienced situations in which sci-
entists have actively objected to, resigned from, or removed themselves from
a project because of pressure to change scientific findings.
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e In all, 150 scientists (58 percent) said they had personally experienced at least
one incident of some form of interference within the past five years, for a total
of at least 435 incidents of political interference.

The more frequently a climate scientist’s work touches on sensitive or controver-
sial issues, the more interference he or she reported. More than three-quarters (78
percent) of those survey respondents who self-reported that their research “always”
or “frequently” touches on issues that could be considered sensitive or controversial
also reported they had personally experienced at least one incident of inappropriate
interference. More than one-quarter (27 percent) of this same group had experienced
six or more such incidents in the past five years.

In contrast to this evidence of widespread interference in climate science at fed-
eral agencies, scientists at the independent National Center for Atmospheric Re-
search (NCAR), who are not federal employees, reported far fewer instances of inter-
ference. Only 22 percent of all NCAR respondents had personally experienced such
incidents over the past five years. Of course, this is still unacceptable; no scientist
should be subjected to such political interference.

Barriers to Communication: Federal scientists have a constitutional right to speak
about their scientific research, and the American public has a right to be informed
of the findings of taxpayer-supported research. Restrictions on scientists who report
findings contrary to an administration’s preferred policies undermine these basic
rights. These practices also contribute to a general misunderstanding of the findings
of climate science and degrade our government’s ability to make effective policies
on topics ranging from public health to agriculture to disaster preparation.

The investigation uncovered numerous examples of public affairs officers at fed-
eral agencies taking a highly active role in regulating communications between
agency scientists and the media—in effect serving as gatekeepers for scientific infor-
mation.

Among the examples taken from interviews and FOIA documents:

e One agency scientist, whose research illustrates a possible connection be-
tween hurricanes and global warming, was repeatedly barred from speaking
to the media. Press inquiries on the subject were routed to another scientist
whose views more closely matched official administration policy.

e Government scientists routinely encounter difficulty in obtaining approval for
official press releases that highlight research into the causes and con-
sequences of global warming.

e Media policies at federal agencies went beyond notifying public affairs officers
of upcoming interviews or recapping the content of past interviews. In some
cases requests to speak with the media were only granted under the condition
that a public affairs officer be physically present at the interview. This prac-
tice of having their statements monitored may have made some scientists feel
less comfortable speaking freely.

e Both scientists and journalists report that restrictive media policies and prac-
tices have had the effect of slowing down the process by which interview re-
quests are approved. As a result, the number of contacts between government
scientists and the news media has been greatly reduced.

Highly publicized incidents of interference have led at least one agency to imple-
ment reforms; in February 2006, NASA adopted a scientific openness policy that af-
firms the right of open scientific communication. Perhaps as a result, 61 percent of
NASA survey respondents said recent policies affirming scientific openness at their
agency have improved the environment for climate research. While imperfect, the
new NASA media policy stands as a model for the type of action other federal agen-
cies should take in reforming their media policies.

The investigation also highlighted problems with the process by which scientific
findings are communicated to policy-makers in Congress. One example, taken from
internal documents provided to GAP by agency staff, shows edits to official ques-
tions for the record by political appointees, which change the meaning of the sci-
entific findings being presented.

Inadequate Funding: When adjusted for inflation, funding for federal climate
science research has declined since the mid-1990s. A majority of survey respondents
disagreed that the government has done a good job funding climate science, and a
large number of scientists warned that inadequate levels of funding are harming the
capacity of researchers to make progress in understanding the causes and effects
of climate change. Budget cuts that have forced the cancellation of crucial Earth ob-
servation satellite programs were of particular concern to respondents.

Poor Morale: Morale among federal climate scientists is generally poor. The UCS
survey results suggest a correlation between the deterioration in morale and the po-
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liticized environment surrounding federal climate science in the present administra-
tion. One primary danger of low morale and decreased funding is that federal agen-
cies may have more difficulty attracting and keeping the best scientists.

A large number of respondents reported decreasing job satisfaction and a wors-
ening environment for climate science in federal agencies:

o Two-thirds of respondents said that today’s environment for Federal Govern-
ment climate research is worse compared with five years ago (67 percent) and
10 years ago (64 percent). Among scientists at NASA, these numbers were
higher (79 percent and 77 percent, respectively).

e 45 percent said that their personal job satisfaction has decreased over the

past few years. At NASA, three in five (61 percent) reported decreased job

satisfaction.

36 percent of respondents from NASA, and 22 percent of all respondents, re-

ported that morale in their office was “poor” or “extremely poor.” Among

NCAR respondents, only seven percent reported such low levels of morale.

Recommendations

Congress should take action to prevent the worst effects of global warming, ignore
the disinformation campaign funded by ExxonMobil, and take steps to protect fed-
eral climate scientists from political interference. Let me address each of these
areas.

Congressional Action on Global Warming

The true signal that ExxonMobil’s disinformation campaign has been defeated and
federal climate scientists have regained a real voice will come when Congress passes
policies that meaningfully address the threat of global warming. Most importantly,
Congress should pass science based legislation that gradually reduces global warm-
ing emissions to 80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050. In addition, Congress should
enact policies that spur the development of solution technologies and make compli-
ance with the economy-wide reductions more affordable. These should include:

e Increased fuel economy standards for passenger vehicles;

o A Renewable Electricity Standard requiring utilities to obtain 20 percent of
electricity from renewable energy sources by 2020;

o A shift in government energy support and incentives away from conventional
coal, oil, and gas toward clean, renewable energy sources; and,

o Integration of low carbon fuels into the supply chain by ensuring that more
gas stations sell biofuels such as E85 and flexible fuel vehicles comprise a
greater percentage of the vehicle fleet.

Ending ExxonMobil’s Disinformation Campaign

The UCS “Smoke, Mirrors, and Hot Air” report, which was covered in more than
300 media outlets, came on the heels of other criticism of ExxonMobil’s
disinformation campaign. In September 2006, the Royal Society, Britain’s premier
scientific academy, sent a letter to ExxonMobil urging the company to stop funding
the dozens of groups spreading disinformation on global warming and also strongly
criticized the company’s “inaccurate and misleading” public statements on global
warming. On October 27, 2006, Senators Olympia Snowe (R-ME) and John D.
Rockefeller (D-WV) sent a letter to ExxonMobil urging the company to stop funding
climate contrarian groups. All three of these documents have led to public outrage
about the company’s cynical campaign to delay climate action.

In response to public pressure, ExxonMobil recently launched a public relations
campaign aimed at softening its image as a climate skeptic. Although the company
recently acknowledges the global warming threat, and has announced that it has
cut off funding for some of the groups involved in the disinformation campaign, in-
cluding the Competitive Enterprise Institute, it has not yet pledged a complete halt
to its bankrolling of the scores of skeptic groups that disseminate misleading infor-
mation on global warming. In a letter responding to Senators Snowe and Rockfeller,
ExxonMobil claimed to have no control over the activities of the groups it supports.
If that’s true, ExxonMobil can certainly choose to stop funding any group that dis-
seminates misinformation and establish clear standards for groups that receive
funding in the future.

Even if ExxonMobil ceases to fund its disinformation campaign, much of what it
funded in the past will continue to have influence, and to the degree it does, our
nation will take longer to enact the needed policies described above. Such delay
would be costly in harm done to natural and human socioeconomic systems that are



30

sensitive to the negative impacts of business-as-usual projections for future climate.
Therefore, I urge Members of Congress to draw the scientific information needed to
formulate wise policy responses to impending climate change from bona fide sci-
entific organizations and member scientists who publish in the scientific literature,
and to assiduously avoid being influenced by the protestations of small but vocal
groups and individuals funded by ExxonMobil and other corporations and special in-
terests for the express purpose of casting doubt on a robust body of climate science.

Protecting Federal Climate Scientists

The UCS-GAP “Atmosphere of Pressure” report brought to light numerous ways
in which U.S. federal climate science has been filtered, suppressed, and manipulated
in the last five years. Until this political interference ends, the United States will
not be able to fully protect Americans and the world from the dangers of a warming
planet. Creating systems to ensure long-term independent and accessible science
will require the energies of the entire Federal Government. T recommend the fol-
lowing reforms and actions:

o Congress must act to specifically protect the rights of federal scientists to con-
duct their work and communicate their findings without interference and pro-
tect scientists who speak out when they see interference or suppression of
science.

e The Federal Government must respect the constitutional right of scientists to
speak about any subject, including policy-related matters and those outside
their area of expertise, so long as the scientists make it clear that they do
so in their private capacity, and such communications do not unreasonably
take from agency time and resources. Scientists should also be made aware
of these rights and ensure they are exercised at their agencies.

Ultimate decisions about the communication of federal scientific information
should lie with scientists themselves. While non-scientists may be helpful
with various aspects of writing and communication, scientists must have a
“right of last review” on agency communications related to their scientific re-
search to ensure scientific accuracy has been maintained.

e Pre-approval of media interviews with federal scientists by public affairs offi-
cials should be eliminated. Scientists should not be subject to restrictions on
media contacts beyond a policy of informing public affairs officials in advance
of an interview and summarizing the interaction for them afterwards. Coordi-
nating media requests with the public affairs office is reasonable, but the
practice of public affairs officers being present at an interview, either phys-
ically or by phone, can have a chilling effect on the free flow of scientific infor-
mation and should not serve as a prerequisite for the approval of an inter-
view. The UCS report provides a Model Media Policy that can be used as an
example for federal agencies who wish to reform their policies and practices
regarding scientific freedom and openness.

Federal agencies should clearly support the free exchange of scientific infor-
mation in all venues. They should investigate and correct inappropriate poli-
cies, practices, and incidents that threaten scientific integrity, determine how
and why problems have occurred, and make the necessary reforms to prevent
further incidents.

Funding decisions regarding climate change programs should be guided by
scientific criteria, and must take into account the importance of long-term,
continual climate observation programs and models. All branches of the gov-
ernment must have access to independent scientific advice.

Conclusion

The actions of ExxonMobil-funded groups and federal political appointees to dis-
tort, manipulate, and suppress climate science have helped postpone meaningful
U.S. action to protect future generations from the worst consequences of global
warming. The Federal Government must commit to ensuring basic scientific free-
doms and supporting scientists in their endeavors to bring scientific results to the
policy arena, scientific fora, and the American people.
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Attachment A
The six pages that comprise this attachment are excerpted from the UCS report "Smoke,
Mirrors, and Hot Air''. To view the full report and obtain citations, visit:
http://www.ucsusa.org/global_warming/science/exxonmobil-smoke-mirrors-hot.htm|
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Attachment B

Selected Excerpts from UCS Climate Survey Essay
Responses

The 40-question survey mailed by UCS to over 1,600 federal climate scientists fea-
tured one essay question that allowed scientists to provide a written narrative, and
extra space for scientists to leave additional comments. The following are excerpts
from the essays provided, divided into five topic areas: political interference in cli-
mate science, scientific findings misrepresented, barriers to communication, funding,
and climate scientist are disheartened.

“The integrity of the U.S. Federal Government climate science could best
be improved by. . .”

I. Political Interference with Climate Science
Large numbers of federal climate scientists reported various types of interference,
both subtle and explicit:

National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA)

“Remembering that the civil service scientists and engineers can and should be
an unbiased reservoir of insights into different questions with impacts across
international economic and cultural dividing lines. Politicizing and degrading
the integrity for which we are internationally known and respected is a dis-
service to our country and a danger to the world. If we can’t be trusted, to give
insights on global change and funded to do so, who in the world will do it?”
“Keep politics out of science.”

“Administration needs to act on the best information, not try to force the infor-
mation to fit their desired action.”

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)

“Removing the current atmosphere where scientists who report findings truth-
fully may face consequences if they contradict administration policies.”

“I have never seen or expected this degree of political interference in scientific
research. It’s appalling and unbelievable that it happens in the U.S.”
“Eliminating political pressure from influencing science findings.”
“De-politicizing the science, especially at the highest administrative levels of
agencies. Protect the integrity of scientists by letting them speak, and by re-
specting that.”

“Remove political pressures that try to make agencies support the administra-
tion’s agenda. Allow scientific agencies to remain nonpolitical. Allow scientific
results to be used as scientific facts instead of political or policy statements.”

“Policy of zero interference in the scientific process.”

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

“The perception that. . .we (climate scientists) might find and write [something
that] might be considered controversial is a strong one that comes down from
management. It’s not clear that there’s a real reason for it or what the con-
sequences would be. This perception should be actively discouraged from the
highest levels!”

“Keeping politics out of the scientific process. I believe the line has been crossed
between science informing public policy and policy manipulating the science
(and trying to influence its outcome). I have personally experienced this manip-
ulation in the area of communicating the science many times.”

Department of Energy

“Allowing scientists to work completely independently of current administrative
views on the subject.”

“No oversight of scientific quality by politicians. It should be left to peer review
and presentations of results in scientific meetings.”

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)

“A scientific report will now undergo three ‘policy’ reviews and two ‘peer’ re-
views prior to further peer-review journal reviews. This will not only slow the
reporting of results, but the chances are that significant watering-down of re-
sults will occur during the three ‘policy’ reviews by non-specialists.”
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National Center for Atmospheric Research (NCAR)

“Keeping political employee appointments completely independent of the sci-

entific research, scientific publication, and scientific communications processes.”
II. Scientific Findings Misrepresented

Federal climate scientists reported that their research findings have been changed
by non-scientists in ways that compromise accuracy:

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
“Not censoring scientific results.”

“U.S. Federal Government climate science does not lack integrity. Science as-
sessments, summaries, policy papers sometimes do lack integrity. The best way
to improve them would be to ensure they are written by qualified scientists, not
by political hacks.”

Department of Agriculture (USDA)

“It’s not the climate science per se, but how it is spun and censored by officials.”
“Hands off by policy/communications and non-scientific staff on scientific re-
ports. These reports should be subject to scientific and independent peer re-
view.”

Department of Energy

“Not having political appointees who have no formal training in climate science
looking over our shoulders. There should be some minimum bar before they are
appointed. Policy should be based on sound science; results of science should not
be diluted on suited/adjusted to justify policy. This particular Administration
has gone beyond reasonable boundaries, on this issue.”

National Center for Atmospheric Research

“The unedited presentation of findings to government panels and to the public.
It appears that funding organizations are shifting priorities away from climate
studies to other programs deemed more important by the current administra-
tion.”

III. Barriers to Communication

Agency scientists are not free to communicate their research findings to the media
or the public:

National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA)

“As of March 2006, there was a marked change in NASA, and I have spoken
out freely on climate change, including a NASA-approved press release. I be-
lieve scientists at other agencies (e.g., NOAA) still have restrictions.”

“Allow direct and open communication between scientists and the public with-
out prior permission, clearance, chaperones, handlers, etc.”

“Recently a Bush appointee to the position of Public Information Officer at-
tempted to muzzle Jim Hansen, Director of GISS. . .the NASA Administrator
made it clear that such political meddling would not be tolerated. This was ex-
cellent leadership at the top and set the tone for any lower echelons that may
not otherwise have been this strong. Michael Griffin is a great improvement
over his recent precedents.”

“Reduced public affairs interference, review, delay, oversight.”

“Not having White House liaisons in science related PR offices.”

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)

“Scientists should be free to communicate with the media, rather than having
media contacts filtered by “Public Affairs” officers. This should be official policy,
not a “wink and nod” policy.”

“Removing all apparatchiks monitoring the controlling how scientists commu-
nicate to the public.”

“Allowing us to interact openly with the public.”

“Less restrictions on publications and data output, more universal support, less
restrictive travel/visitor policies (our honored guests are treated like criminals
to even get in the building).”

Department of Energy
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“Not having political appointees tinker with science that is best left to the ex-
perts. Particularly at NOAA where the Administration has gagged free ex-
change of results.”

“More open discussion of issues, honest assessment of data and results. The
public does not know who to believe. Separate the “grey” results/literature from
solid peer reviewed results and provide “what is known and not known,” not
opinions.”

Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

“Allowing scientists to communicate directly to the public and other scientists

about critical significance of climate change. In fact, informing the public re-
garding the truth of this issue must be encouraged and rewarded.”

National Center for Atmospheric Research

“From what I've heard, NCAR is rare among research institutes in that we are
free to communicate our findings. This policy needs to apply to all research in-
stitutes and all scientists should be encouraged to communicate their results to
the public.”

“At one point, I specifically asked my division director if there were any censor-
ship policies at NCAR. He emphatically stated that there were none and that
if we were ever pressured that we should contact him immediately and he
would raise hell to eliminate the pressure.”

IV. Inadequate Funding

Scientists reported that inadequate funding affects their ability to do the research
that is necessary and pertinent.

National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA)

“I believe that climate research at NASA is being undermined by the current
administration. This is accomplished not through direct threats of intimidation,
but through lack of funding. Several years ago the funding focus [at NASA] was
switched from Earth Science to solar system exploration (Moon and Mars). I be-
lieve this was done not for solar system exploration, but rather to curtail cli-
mate research. The emphasis needs to be switched back to Earth Science.”
“Problems with climate research in the Federal Government mainly have to do
with funding. Future funding at my agency is uncertain. Future climate obser-
vational programs (crucial ones) are threatened because of lack of funds. New
accounting rules at my agency require climate scientists to spend unreasonable
amounts of time writing proposals, which has reduced productivity.”

“Funding for climate research is a factor of 5—10 below critical mass to develop
a designed climate observing system.”

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
“Include a dedicated long-term observing program with stable funding support
for about 30 more years. The current satellite program does not meet climate
research needs.”
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
“I have not worked directly on climate change since funding was eliminated in
my area. Other areas of much less importance have been emphasized as a re-
sult. Which is a tragedy.”
Department of Agriculture (USDA)
“The U.S. Climate Change Science Program has not received sufficient funding
for needed observations, monitoring, research, [and] data systems.”
U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)
“U.S. satellite programs are in severe jeopardy. The loss of continuity in obser-
vational satellite data will impair progress in climate science.”

V. Climate Scientists are Disheartened

While a large majority of respondents (88 percent) agreed with the statement,
“U.S. Federal Government climate research is of generally excellent quality,” re-
spondents reported decreasing job satisfaction and a worsening environment for cli-
mate science in federal agencies:

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)

“The intrusion of politics into the field is making some (me and others) consider
change of field or career.”
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Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

“I am [close to] retirement and feel that I will no longer be able to use my abili-
ties to produce scientific information of relevance to the American public. The
last years of my career are being squandered for political reasons. I do not think
I will be able to do any more new climate science before I retire. My goal is
to get out the results from past research.”

Department of Energy

“To watch this from another agency is so demoralizing. They have virtually de-
railed the mission of providing environmental services to the public and burnt
billions. . .. Shocking tracking record!”

Chairman MILLER. Thank you, Dr. McCarthy. That was admi-
rably close to five minutes.
Mr. Maassarani.

STATEMENT OF MR. TAREK F. MAASSARANI, STAFF
ATTORNEY, GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY PROJECT

Mr. MAASSARANI. Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member, Members of
the Subcommittee, I thank you for this opportunity to share the
Government Accountability Project investigation into the suppres-
sion of scientific communication. The complete findings can be
found in the full investigative and synthesis report entitled, Re-
dacting the Science of Climate Change.

This report documents how certain government policies and prac-
tices have increasingly restricted the flow of politically-inconven-
ient scientific information the emerges from taxpayer-funded cli-
mate change research. These restrictions have affected the media’s
ability to report on the science, decision-maker’s capacity to re-
spond with appropriate policies, and the public’s grasp of an envi-
ronmental issue with profound consequences for our future.

As lead investigator I conducted more than 40 interviews with
climate scientists and government officials representing inside per-
spectives from numerous agencies. I reviewed thousands of pages
of documentation obtained from Freedom of Information Act disclo-
sures, as well as public and internal agency sources. I also exam-
ined more than 100 published news articles and Congressional doc-
uments.

The investigation identified policies and practices requiring tight
control of media communications, which resulted in the delay and
denial of media requests and press releases. This considerably re-
duced scientists’ opportunities to communicate the results of their
research to the public. In one instance a national oceananic and at-
mospheric administration scientist complained that the prior rate
of one media request every two to three weeks had slowed to one
every two to three months as a result of new pre-approval require-
ments. In another instance a NASA scientist witnessed his press
release on climate change edited to minimize its media impact be-
fore it was approved. In yet another instance a scientist described
how on three separate occasions what he referred to as a minder,
flew from Washington, D.C., to Hawaii and Boulder to monitor his
interviews. With such editing, denials, delays, and monitoring,
some scientists have given up trying to issue press releases or even
pursue media contacts.

The restrictions referred to in our report have increased steadily,
albeit unevenly over time, often in response to upcoming elections,
the publication of controversial studies, hurricane seasons, and
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most notably, the landfall of Hurricane Katrina. Furthermore, re-
strictive policies and practices are characterized by internal incon-
sistencies and a lack of transparency about where decisions to re-
strict communications are being made, according to what criteria,
and why.

It appears that signals from executive offices such as the Council
on Environmental Quality are channeled to political appointees
and politically-aligned civil servants at lower-level press and policy
offices. These directives largely take place off the record, frequently
deviating from the written guidelines, and involving individuals
with few scientific qualifications. Whether these restrictive commu-
nication policies and practices have caused overt and well-pub-
licized incidents or have acted by more subtle processes, their effect
has been to misrepresent and under-represent the scientific knowl-
edge generated by federal climate science agencies.

In some case the policies and practices represent institutional-
ized constitutional and statutory infringements of federal employ-
ees’ free speech and whistleblower rights. In most cases they un-
dermine the government’s inherent obligation to freely disseminate
the results of publicly-funded research.

To address the problems the Government Accountability Project
recommends that Congress enact legislation to insure federal free
speech rights and extend whistleblower protections. GAP lauds
H.R. 985 recently passed by the House and urges it to be expanded
to cover all employees conducting federally-funded scientific, tech-
nical, or other professional research.

The report also presents an extensive set of recommendations for
agencies to insure the integrity of media, Congressional, profes-
sional, and public communications. Congress should consider what
legislative action is needed to help agencies in this regard.

Finally, GAP asked Congress to strengthen its essential over-
sight functions with regard to the integrity of communications
about scientific research and to insure that objective and inde-
pendent science is the basis for policy-making.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Maassarani follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF TAREK F. MAASSARANI

Introduction

Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member, Members of the Subcommittee. I thank you for
the opportunity to share the findings of my investigative report. Until recently, I
served as full-time staff attorney and investigator for the Government Account-
ability Project, the Nation’s leading whistleblower defense and advocacy organiza-
tion. In February 2006, prompted by the well-publicized concerns of Dr. James Han-
sen and Rick Piltz, GAP initiated an in-depth investigation to determine the extent
of political interference with federal climate research and the dissemination of sci-
entific information.

The investigation found no incidents of direct interference with climate change re-
search. Instead, unduly restrictive policies and practices were found to occur largely
in the communication of “sensitive” scientific information to the media, the public,
and Congress. The effect of these restrictive communications policies and practices
has been to misrepresent and under-represent the taxpayer-funded scientific knowl-
edge generated by federal climate science agencies and programs. The bottom line
is, we need the government to be stimulating, not undermining, an informed public
debate on important scientific subjects, including climate change. We have included
for your consideration a number of recommendations for the Administration and the
Congress that would help achieve this goal.
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The GAP Investigation

The GAP investigation focused primarily on the effects of restrictive Federal Gov-
ernment policies and practices, especially those applied to control communications
from particular employees on “sensitive” aspects of climate science. The investiga-
tion also addressed government efforts to control the communication of scientific cli-
mate-related information to Congress, the scientific community, and the public. The
complete findings have been incorporated into my investigative and synthesis re-
port, Redacting the Science of Climate Change.

As lead investigator, I conducted more than 40 interviews with climate scientists,
communications officers, agency and program officials, and journalists. These
sources—both named and confidential—represented inside perspectives from the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), National Aeronautics
and Space Administration (NASA), Climate Change Science Program (CCSP), Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency (EPA), United States Geological Survey, and National
Center for Atmospheric Research, as well as local, national, and international
media.

In addition to interviews, I have reviewed thousands of pages of documentation
obtained from Freedom of Information Act disclosures, as well as public and internal
agency sources. I also reviewed more than 100 published news articles and more
than three dozen congressional documents including reports, testimonies, and ques-
tions for the record.

Overview

A perception of inappropriate political interference is widespread among employ-
ees of the federal climate science agencies and programs, as well as among journal-
ists from national, mainstream outlets who cover their research. This perception is
substantiated by evidence from inside sources, scientists’ personal testimonies, jour-
nalists, and document disclosures.

My report demonstrates how policies and practices have increasingly restricted
the flow of scientific information emerging from publicly-funded climate change re-
search. This has affected the media’s ability to report on the science, public officials’
capacity to respond with appropriate policies, and the public’s grasp of an environ-
mental issue with profound consequences for our future.

The investigation found no incidents of direct interference with conducting climate
change research. Instead, unduly restrictive policies and practices were found that
affected the communication of “sensitive” scientific information to the media, the
public, and Congress. In this context, the term “sensitive scientific information” is
meant to signify science that is seen as leading to conclusions that call into question
existing policy positions or objectives and includes, for example, some of the re-
search dealing with the effects of climate change or greenhouse gases on hurricanes,
sea levels, ice sheets, glaciers, marine life, polar bears, the water supply, and
human society.

Media Communications

A review of the media policies and agency practices controlling the communication
of scientific information at NASA, NOAA, and other agencies, demonstrated the fol-
lowing:

e Agency media policies and practices required scientists to obtain pre-approval
from public affairs headquarters following an initial media request before pro-
ceeding with an interview. Likewise, press releases and press conferences also
required high-level clearance.

e At times, media policies and practices mandated that scientists forward all
relevant requests to a press officer who would then route the interview to
other scientists or restrict the topics that could be discussed.

e Agency directives asked scientists to provide anticipated media questions and
their expected answers prior to the interview.

e Finally, press officers frequently monitored interviews over conference call or
in person. In one instance, a press officer flew out on two separate occasions
from Washington, DC, to Hawaii, then Boulder, to monitor two interviews
with one scientist.

As a result, scientists lost a considerable number of opportunities to communicate
the results of their research to the public due to delay or denial of interviews and/
or press releases held up during a clearance process. In one instance, a NOAA sci-
entist complained that the prior rate of one media request every two to three weeks
had slowed to one every two to three months as a result of new pre-approval re-
quirements. In another instance, a NASA scientist witnessed his press release on
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climate change edited to minimize its media impact before it was approved. With
such denials, or delays of more than two-weeks, some scientists have given up try-
ing to release them. Others feel discouraged from pursuing media contacts.

The investigation has demonstrated that these restrictive policies and practices
have increased steadily, albeit unevenly, over time. In 2001, there were only a few
isolated instances of mandatory pre-approval at NOAA, while most labs enjoyed a
simple “notice and recap” policy in which only prior notification of public affairs and
a subsequent follow-up are required. Similarly, NASA’s policy did not require pre-
approval. At NOAA, public affairs offices then implemented clearance requirements
following the release of a hurricane season outlook in 2002 and a report by Ocean
Commission in 2004. In June 2004, NOAA issued a written media policy that codi-
fied a number of these prior practices. Although some NOAA laboratories continued
to operate largely by “notice and recap,” pre-approval was required for certain “hot
button” issues and scientists, such as one researcher who had recently published his
findings from a modeling study of the relationship between hurricanes and climate
change. Public affairs required his interviews to be monitored.

In the weeks leading up to the 2004 presidential election, a regional EPA office
issued a pre-approval directive and NASA scientists experienced numerous “dis-
appearances” of press releases. In 2005, a year of record-setting global tempera-
tures, politically-appointed senior management at NASA public affairs headquarters
implemented an unwritten practice of requiring their special pre-approval for media
requests and press releases concerning “warming,” “melting,” or “glaciers.” A mid-
level press officer recalls these officials conferring with the White House Office of
Science and Technology Policy and pressuring him to suppress the media commu-
nications under the pretext of some “excuse.”

At NOAA, a reminder of the media policy was again disseminated to certain agen-
cy laboratories at the start of the 2005 hurricane season and then again after the
publication of a controversial study linking increased hurricanes activity and cli-
mate change. NOAA first widely publicized its media policy throughout its research
branches following Hurricane Katrina. At around this time, documents began to re-
veal that media inquiries were required to obtain clearance from the Department
of Commerce and the White House Council on Environmental Quality. Media con-
tacts with a NOAA researcher that disputed a connection between hurricanes and
climate change were given preference over those with another researcher whose
models suggested a link. NOAA also posted an article on its website claiming an
agency-wide consensus against the link.

In early January of 2006, NOAA issued implementation protocols for the 2004
media policy, as well as a press release review process flow sheet. The implementa-
tion protocols explicitly require pre-approval for press releases and the drafting of
prospective answers to anticipated questions, as well as routing for media requests.
The press release flow sheet included the Department of Commerce in its 13-stage
review process. In June 2006, an EPA scientist studying sea level rise and coastal
erosion was required to route all media requests to his public affairs office.

Public and Congressional Communications

Interference with scientific communications to the public and Congress included
inappropriate editing, delay, and suppression of reports and other printed and on-
line material. For example, following its 2001 publication, senior officials prohibited
all references to the CCSP’s congressionally-mandated National Assessment of the
Potential Consequences of Climate Variability and Change from websites, discus-
sions, and subsequent assessment reports. The Administration similarly disowned
the 2002 U.S. Climate Action Report, prepared by the EPA as a requirement of the
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change.

In September 2002, the Administration removed a section on climate change from
the EPA’s annual air pollution report, even though the topic had been discussed in
the report in each of the preceding five years. Then in June 2003, the EPA removed
an entire chapter on climate change after the White House had tried to so substan-
tially alter its contents that leaving it in would compromise the credibility of the
agency.

Similarly for websites, the EPA’s Global Warming website, actively updated prior
to 2002, saw little if any activity for nearly four years. At about the same time that
the EPA website was revived, the State Department website was altered to hide
much of its climate-related materials. Although the Communications Interagency
Working Group CCSP is mandated to prepare numerous informational products for
the public on climate change research, its website has uploaded only a handful of
materials since 2004.
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Conclusions

Political interference is top-down. Directives and signals from executive offices
such as the Council on Environmental Quality, the Office of Management and Budg-
et, and the Office of Science and Technology Policy are channeled through political
appointees and younger politically-aligned career civil servants at lower-level press
and policy offices. These channels of communications largely take place off the
record, frequently deviating from written policy guidelines and involving individuals
with few scientific qualifications. Whereas low-level agency and program support
staff are typically sympathetic to the scientists and their science, as one scientist
noted, “the closer you get to Washington, the more hostile [they are to the science].”
Senior managers have been aware of the perception and incidents of interference
longer than they have attempted to address them. Often, they may be conforming
to pressures from above to downplay politically-inconvenient science.

The restrictive communications policies and practices discussed here are largely
characterized by internal inconsistencies, ambiguity, and a lack of transparency.
They send a chilling signal to federal employees, including scientists and public af-
fairs officers, that further freeze the flow of information.

Whether these restrictive communications policies and practices have
precipitated overt and, often, well-publicized incidents or have acted by
more subtle processes, their effect has been to misrepresent and under-rep-
resent the taxpayer-funded scientific knowledge generated by federal cli-
mate science agencies and programs. In some cases, the policies and prac-
tices constitute systematic, institutionalized constitutional and statutory
infringements of the federal climate science employees’ free speech and
whistleblower rights. In most cases, the policies and practices undermine
the government’s inherent obligation to disseminate the results of publicly-
funded research.

Increased congressional and media attention on political suppression and inter-
ference with climate science communication has led to statements of commitment
to scientific openness by Administration officials and a loosening of communication
policies and their application. This pressure has led to actual or anticipated reforms,
as well as improved morale, at NASA and NOAA, though institutional problems and
policy weaknesses remain (See, e.g., GAP’s memorandum to NASA scientists, en-
closed as Attachment 1). Even in rhetoric, the reform movement has largely missed
ongoing problems at EPA and CCSP.

Recommendations

GAP recommends that the executive branch and all federal agencies supporting
climate change research:

e Implement a clear and transparent “notice and recap” media policy in which
only a prior notification to public affairs and a subsequent follow-up are re-
quired. Correspondingly, eliminate mandatory pre-approval for media con-
tacts, selective routing of media requests, drafting of anticipated questions
and answers by scientists prior to interviews, and monitoring of media com-
munications.

e Develop a transparent communications policy at the Climate Change Science
Program (CCSP) and streamline the approval process for CCSP products and
communications.

e Reaffirm and educate federal employees about their right to speak on any
subject so long as they make clear that they are expressing their personal
views and do not use government time and resources—with the important
proviso that no restrictions apply when federal employees are exercising their
whistleblower rights to disclose unclassified information that is reasonably
believed to evidence illegality, gross waste, gross mismanagement, abuse of
power, or substantial and specific danger to public health or safety.

e Bring media policies into compliance with the Anti-Gag Statute, the Whistle-

blower Protection Act, the Lloyd-Lafollette Act for communications with Con-

gress, and related provisions.

Ensure the timely and pro-active coordination of press releases and media

contacts so as to promote rather than limit the flow of information.

Ensure that content editing and scientific quality control remain with quali-

fied scientists and the peer-review process.

e Reaffirm and educate federal employees on their right to review any final
draft that is to be published under their name or that substantially references
their research.
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e Establish accountability procedures that increase transparency and provide
for internal reporting of undue interference with science.
e Investigate and correct inappropriate policies, practices, and incidents such as
those described in this report.
GAP recommends that Congress:

o Enact legislation that extends federal free speech and whistleblower rights to
all employees conducting federally-funded scientific, technical, or other profes-
sional research, whether the employee is part of the civil service, a contractor,
grant recipient, or receives taxpayer support in any other manner.

e Ensure that objective and independent science is the basis for policy-making.

e Strengthen its essential oversight functions with regard to the integrity of
communications about scientific research.
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MEMORANDUM

To: Climate Scientists
From: Government Accountability Project
Re: Analysis of NASA’s Recently Released Media Policy

The Government Accountability Project (GAP) is issuing advisory comments on
NASA’s new media policy that it released yesterday, March 30. The new policy came
in response to public outcry over NASA’s suppression of climate science research in-
consistent with the Bush Administration’s political agenda. NASA is touting the de-
velopment as a free-speech breakthrough for agency scientists.

GAP identified the areas in which the new policy is an improvement:

o NASA Administrator Michael Griffin’s reassuring rhetoric is of symbolic
value, demonstrating official respect for scientific freedom.

e The new media policy does not cover scientific reports, web postings, or pro-
fessional dialogue such as at conferences, allowing scientists to share informa-
tion with their colleagues without going through public affairs political ap-
pointees.

e The policy officially recognizes the free speech right for scientists to express
their “personal views” when they make clear that their statements are not
being made on behalf of NASA.

However, in six critical areas the new policy falls short of genuine scientific free-
dom and accountability, and potentially undermines the positive guarantees:

e While recognizing the existence of a “personal views” exception, the policy
doesn’t announce the circumstances when that right cancels out conflicting re-
strictions, which are phrased in absolute terms applying to contexts such as
“any activities” with significant media potential. This leaves a cloud of uncer-
tainty that translates into a chilling effect for scientists.

e The policy fails to comply with the legally-mandated requirements of the
Anti-Gag Statute to explicitly include notice that the Whistleblower Protection
Act and Lloyd-Lafollette Act (for congressional communications) limit and su-
persede its restrictions.

e The policy institutionalizes prior restraint censorship through “review and
clearance by appropriate officials” for “all NASA employees” involved in “pre-
paring and issuing” public information. This means that scientists can be
censored and will need advance permission from the “appropriate” official be-
fore anything can be released.

The policy defies the WPA by requiring prior approval for all whistleblower
disclosures that are “Sensitive But Unclassified” (SBU). The legal definition
of SBU is broad and vague, to the point that it can be interpreted to sweep
in virtually anything. The WPA only permits that restriction for classified
documents or those whose public release is specifically banned by statute.

The policy bans employees’ free speech and WPA rights to make anonymous
disclosures, requiring them to work with NASA public affairs “prior to releas-
ing information” or “engaging in any activities or events. . .that have the po-
tential to generate significant media or public interest or inquiry.”

e The policy gives NASA the power to control the timing of all disclosures,
which means scientists can be gagged until the information is dated and the
need for the public to know about critical scientific findings has passed.

In December of last year, NASA climatologist Dr. James Hansen was threatened
with “dire consequences” by a political appointee for statements he made about the
consequences of climate change. According to GAP’s legal director, Tom Devine,
“Under this so-called reform, Dr. Hansen would still be in danger of ‘dire con-
sequences’ for sharing his research, although that threat is what sparked the new
policy in the first place. The new policy violates the Whistleblower Protection Act,
the Anti-Gag Statute, and the law protecting communications with Congress, the
Lloyd-Lafollette Act. The loopholes are not innocent mistakes or oversights. GAP ex-
tensively briefed the agency lawyer on these requirements, who insisted he under-
stood them fully. NASA is intentionally defying the good government anti-secrecy
laws.”

Chairman MILLER. Thank you, Mr. Maassarani. Mr. Kueter.
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STATEMENT OF MR. JEFF KUETER, PRESIDENT, GEORGE C.
MARSHALL INSTITUTE

Mr. KUETER. Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to appear before you today. I am Jeff
Kueter, President of the George Marshall Institute, a non-profit or-
ganization focused on improving the comprehension of important
scientific and technical issues by the public, the media, and policy-
makers. We study environmental and national security topics, with
a particular emphasis on climate change, ballistic missile defense,
and space security.

I am here today because of our concern about the character of
the climate change debate and efforts to discredit the reputation of
people who do not share the view that we face an impending cli-
mate crisis. These efforts are inconsistent with the principles of
science, sound policy-making, and the advancement of knowledge,
as well as our principles of free speech and association. Healthy de-
bate is an engine for progress and change.

Our climate is a complex, chaotic system. We have learned a
great deal about how it operates but our knowledge is far from
complete. Global temperatures have increased over the past 50 or
100 years, human activities contribute to that warming, and ac-
tions to adjust that legitimate risk are appropriate. Nevertheless,
the inter-governmental panel on climate change in the National
Academy of Sciences document many important gaps in our under-
standing of critical climate processes and identifies significant gaps
in the observational data. The current debate is not over what is
scientific fact. It is over interpretations of analyses, the quality of
data, professional judgments, and the confidence that can be placed
in climate models. That the IPCC for example, reached one conclu-
sion does not make that a fact. Reasonable people can reach dif-
ferent conclusions about the extent of human influence on climate
and the range of potential future impacts as the National Academy
has done, as well as the range of public policy choices. Discussing
these different interpretations is not misleading the public, nor is
it providing inaccurate impressions as has been alleged. To charge
otherwise is tantamount to saying that the prevailing views should
never be challenged. The history of science is replete with examples
where the prevailing view was overtaken by new information. Sig-
nificant uncertainty is not an obstacle to action, it is a signal for
caution and flexibility.

In considering the current debate, several other factors deserve
recognition. First, all the participants in policy-making have pref-
erences, interests, and objectives that color the interpretation of
often-tentative scientific results. Conclusions drawn from incom-
plete science are more a reflection of individual preferences than
the weight of scientific evidence. All participants in the climate de-
bate use the media to frame issues in ways that are favorable to
their preferred positions, but the media is criticized for including
the views of so-called skeptics and their reporting. The media’s role
is to inform, not to judge by censoring. Reporters should not be
criticized for including diverse views. Instead, critical analyses of
all sides should be encouraged. Claims that this confuses rather
than informs presumes a certainty of foresight that simply does not
exist.
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Secondly, alleged political interference is claimed to be unique.
Our book, Politicizing Science, documents numerous examples of
the damaging intersection of science and politics. Further, those
who claim the current situation is somehow different should be-
come familiar with the story of Dr. Will Happer, the Marshall In-
stitute’s Chairman. Early in the Clinton-Gore Administration Dr.
Happer, then head of the Department of Energy’s Office of Science,
questioned the Vice President’s views on climate change and ozone
depletion. Despite his scientific credentials, he was summarily dis-
missed at Gore’s request.

Third, in today’s debate evidence of a financial tie is often suffi-
cient to condemn without proof that views, opinions, or conclusions
were altered in any way. Arguments about funding bias rest on the
assumption that funders demand results that are solely consistent
with their views and interests. It also assumes that integrity and
objectivity are always for sale. Unfortunately, this claim is fre-
quently repeated without rigorous evaluation or evidence to sup-
port it.

Let me be clear. No grant to the Institute is contingent on sup-
port for a specific point of view or conclusion. Our views on climate
change long predate any support by any corporate entity. Neverthe-
less, the Institute is cited as an example of an institution propa-
gating misinformation and confusion at the behest of corporate sup-
port. The Union of Concerned Scientists’ January, 2007, report and
its accompanying press release single us out for close scrutiny. In
its references to the Institute, the UCS makes basic factual errors
and fails to deal with, and fails to challenge the substance of our
work, and my written testimony documents those areas in detail.

Often overlooked in this discussion is the critical dependence of
the American scientific enterprise on federal funding. The pursuit
of that funding can generate unwelcome pressures to conform to
prevailing beliefs. Studies of organizations and bureaucracy re-
vealed the existence of distinct agendas and preferences that guide
actions, and in the case of grant-making organizations, the rela-
tionships that they enter into.

If funding alone invariably affects findings and opinions, then
what should we make of the significantly-greater amount spent by
foundations and the Federal Government? For the period 2000,
2002, private foundations conservatively spent 35 to $50 million
each year on climate-related projects. Such projects accounted for
over 25 percent of the three-year total reported grants and con-
tributions received by 10 of the top 20 institutions. At the same
time the Federal Government provides two to $4 million each year
for climate change research and related environmental sciences. In
the field of atmospheric sciences, for example, federally-funded
R&D accounts for more than 80 percent of the total expenditures
for nearly one-half of the top 30 institutions in the five-year period
we surveyed.

Who funds an organization or individual scientist or who they as-
sociate with is less relevant than the quality of their work. This
point was made crystal clear more than a decade ago when Ted
Koppel rejected Vice President Gore’s efforts to discredit climate
scientists on his program, Night Line. Koppel observed, “There is
some irony in the fact that Vice President Gore is resorting to polit-
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ical means to achieve what should ultimately be resolved on a
purely scientific basis. The issues of global warming and ozone de-
pletion are undeniably important, but the issues have to be debated
and settled on scientific grounds, not politics.” There is nothing
new about major institutions seeking to influence science to their
own ends. The measure of good science is neither the politics of the
scientist nor the people with whom the scientist associates. It is the
immersion of hypotheses into the acid of truth. That is the hard
way to do it, but it is the only way that works. That philosophy
should guide this debate today.

Thank you for the opportunity to be here.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Kueter follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JEFF KUETER

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Ranking Member, and Members of the Subcommittee, I appre-
ciate the opportunity to appear before you today. I am Jeff Kueter, President of the
George C. Marshall Institute. The George Marshall Institute (GMI) is a 501(c)(3)
non-profit organization founded in 1984, focused on how science is used in making
public policy. The Institute’s analyses are designed to improve the comprehension
of the public, the media, and policy-makers of important scientific and technical
issues and help them distinguish between opinion and scientific fact so that deci-
sions on public policy issues can be based on solid, factual information, rather than
opinion or unproven hypotheses. We publish reports and host roundtables and work-
shops. Our activities focus on environmental and national security topics, with a
particular emphasis on ballistic missile defense and space security.

With respect to climate change and its public policy ramifications, the Institute’s
position, held for nearly 20 years, is that distinguishing human influence from nat-
ural variability is not sufficiently understood and that many uncertainties about
critical climate processes require resolution before an adequate understanding is es-
tablished for projecting future climate changes. Statements that greenhouse gases
are accumulating in the atmosphere as a result of human activity, that they con-
tribute to warming, that the temperature has increased in the past 50 and 100
years and that humans influence climate only tell us the obvious.! The plain facts
are that we do not know how much human activity is influencing the climate and
cannot know what temperature or climate will be 50 or 100 years from now. The
Marshall Institute has long held the position that climate policy should be related
to our state of knowledge. We have documented policy actions that satisfy that
standard.2 However, many proposed actions based on the belief of an impending cli-
mate catastrophe are not consistent with our state of knowledge.

Censorship, the Pursuit of Consensus, and Misperceptions About Climate
Science

It is, indeed, unfortunate that we are here today discussing calls to effectively si-
lence debate on climate science. The censorship of voices that challenge and provoke
is antithetical to liberty and contrary to the traditions and values of free societies.
That such calls are now coming from venerable scientific societies, such as Britain’s
Royal Society,® and U.S. public policy institutes is disturbing and should raise con-
cerns worldwide about the intentions of those seeking to silence honest debate and
discussion of our most challenging environmental issue—climate change.

The foundation of science, as well as its contributions to the betterment of man-
kind, is based on skepticism and debate. Schools teach that science is the clash of
ideas, sharpened by data and observation, and subject to revision and reversal. Po-

1National Research Council, Climate Change Science: An Analysis of Some Key Questions.
(Washington, D.C.: National Academy Press, 2001); Committee on Global Change Research, Na-
tional Research Council, Global Environmental Change: Research Pathways for the Next Decade
(National Academy Press: Washington, D.C., 1999), 127-129; J.T. Houghton et al., Climate
Change 2001: The Scientific Basis; Contribution of Working Group I to the Third Assessment Re-
port of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (Cambridge, U.K.: Cambridge University
Press, 2001), 698; James Schlesinger et al., Climate Science and Policy: Making the Connection
(Washington, D.C.: George Marshall Institute, 2001); and William O’Keefe and Jeff Kueter, Cli-
mate Models: A Primer (Washington, D.C.: George Marshall Institute, 2005).

2 James Schlesinger and Robert Sproull, Climate Science and Policy: Making the Connection
(Washington, D.C.: George Marshall Institute, 2002).

3 Bob Ward, “Royal Society Letter to Nick Thomas, Esso UK Limited,” September 4, 2006.
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litical discourse rests on the principle that all voices have the right to be heard and
that any person is free to associate with whomever they so choose. Science demands
those freedoms and scientists ought to embrace them.

The effort to promote and assert a ‘consensus’ on climate change science subverts
the basic principles of science and is reaching the point where the very freedoms
on which science depends are now in jeopardy—not through action of government
but by scientists themselves.

Yet, a careful and thoughtful examination of this issue plainly reveals that the
debate is not about science. It is about different interpretations of studies and data
when different assumptions and models are used. There is a major distinction be-
tween interpretation of data and established, verifiable facts. Much of what is put
forward as fact are interpretations of data and the projections of climate models
which have not been scientifically validated and which are driven more by assump-
tions than extensive observational data and measurements. In a free society, policy-
makers and the public are free to judge such interpretations and the weight of evi-
dence that supports them.

It is suggested that the guarded language of serious scientific dialogue is being
mischaracterized as vagueness and uncertainty as part of an intentional campaign
to misguide the public. In fact, the drive to end discussion on climate change is a
mischaracterization of what the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC) said in its Third Assessment Report about uncertainties, as well as state-
ments from the National Academy of Sciences (NAS). As the IPCC, the NAS, and
the U.S. Climate Science Strategic Plan, which has been endorsed by the NAS,
clearly demonstrate, there are many critical uncertainties in our understanding of
the climate system. Until these uncertainties are reduced and our understanding of
the climate system is greater, reasonable people and organizations can reach dif-
ferent conclusions about the extent of human influence on climate and potential fu-
ture impacts. It is puzzling, therefore, that the American public should be told that
there is nothing more to know about the human relationship with climate.

For example, in addressing the effect of human activities, a National Research
Council (NRC) review reveals numerous qualifications and assumptions:

“Because of the large and still uncertain level of natural variability inherent in
the climate record and the uncertainties in the time histories of the various
forcing agents (and particularly aerosols), a causal linkage between the buildup
of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere and the observed climate changes during
the 20th century cannot be unequivocally established. The fact that the mag-
nitude of the observed warming is large in comparison to natural variability as
simulated in climate models is suggestive of such a linkage, but it does not con-
stitute proof of one because the model simulations could be deficient in natural
variability on the decadal to century time scale.”4

There is little question that human activities, activities which raise people from
poverty, allow rising living standards and improve human society, have had an in-
fluence on the climate. The question is to what extent and how strongly. As the
quote above shows, this is not a settled matter.

Further, the Executive Summary of Working Group I, Chapter 12 of the IPCC’s
Third Assessment Report contains the following lengthy statement about uncertain-
ties:

“A number of important uncertainties remain. These include:

e Discrepancies between the vertical profile of temperature change in the
troposphere seen in observations and models. These have been reduced
as more realistic forcing histories have been used in models, although not
fully resolved. Also, differences between observed surface and lower-tro-
pospheric trends over the last two decades cannot be fully reproduced by
model simulations.

e Large uncertainties in estimates of internal climate variability from mod-

els and observations, though as noted above, these are unlikely (bor-

dering on very unlikely) to be large enough to nullify the claim that a

detectable climate change has taken place.

Considerable uncertainty in the reconstruction of solar and volcanic forc-

ing which are based on proxy or limited observational data for all but the

last two decades. Detection of the influence of greenhouse gases on cli-

L]

4Committee on the Science of Climate Change, National Research Council, Climate Change
Science: An Analysis of Some Key Questions (Washington, D.C.: National Research Council,
2001), 17.
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mate appears to be robust to possible amplification of the solar forcing
by ozone/solar or solar/cloud interactions, provided these do not alter the
pattern or time dependence of the response to solar forcing. Amplification
of the solar signal by these processes, which are not yet included in mod-
els, remains speculative.

e Large uncertainties in anthropogenic forcing are associated with the ef-
fects of aerosols. The effects of some anthropogenic factors, including or-
ganic carbon, black carbon, biomass aerosols, and changes in land use,
have not been included in detection and attribution studies. Estimates of
the size and geographic pattern of the effects of these forcing vary consid-
erably, although individually their global effects are estimated to be rel-
atively small.

e Large differences in the response of different models to the same forcing.
These differences, which are often greater that the difference in response
in the same model with and without aerosol effects, highlight the large
uncertainties in climate change prediction and the need to quantify un-
certainty and reduce it through better observational data sets and model
improvement.” 5

There is nothing in our ongoing review of the new IPCC assessment to suggest
major changes in these uncertainties.

The referenced uncertainties are important in considering both the detection and
attribution of climate change. Detection of climate change is the ability to say, with
some degree of confidence, that the climate has changed. Attribution of climate
change is the ability to say, with some degree of confidence, why the climate has
changed. There is little question that in many parts of the world there has been
a detectable change in climate in the last century. The IPCC authors are correct
in saying that this change can be identified despite the large uncertainties in esti-
mates of internal variability. However, attribution is a more difficult problem, and
the high level of uncertainty gives us reason to question the certainty of the IPCC’s
conclusion.

In summarizing their review of the state of science, the National Research Council
used highly qualified and nuanced language which further supports our position
that the question of human attribution is far from settled. The NRC stated:

“The changes observed over the last several decades are likely mostly due to
human activities, but we cannot rule out that some significant part of these
changes is also a reflection of natural variability. . .. Because there is consider-
able uncertainty in current understanding of how the climate system varies nat-
urally and reacts to emissions of greenhouse gases and aerosols, current esti-
mates of the magnitude of future warming should be regarded as tentative and
subject to future adjustments (either upward or downward).6

If anything, the prevailing view is that we are not able to answer many signifi-
cant questions about climate change and, at this point, the evidence available is
“suggestive” but does not “constitute proof.”

It 1s important to recognize that these statements are solely the product of the
scientists who participated in the process and those representatives of government
assigned to produce the summary reports. Scientists have declined to participate in
the process, citing its overt biases or unwillingness to commit the time and effort
demanded. The failure to give adequate recognition to uncertainty and to reasonable
interpretations of its impact on climate models and public policy contributes greatly
to the contentiousness in the current debate. Further, expert analytical judgments
are subjective and tentative. As the recent debate over the paleoclimate temperature
history has plainly revealed, analytical studies are subject to numerous and some-
times substantial questions that alter their conclusions significantly. Expert judg-
ment is not science and neither is the output of models that have been calibrated
but not validated. The fact that a range of possible climate futures result from run-
ning a single scenario through the models relied on by the IPCC make it clear that
ic)he science is not settled and that there is room for differences of opinion and de-

ate.

Nevertheless, as is shown, the statements themselves detail numerous significant
uncertainties. That the participants in the IPCC, for example, reached one conclu-
sion does not make that a fact. Fair minded people can reach other conclusions, as
the National Research Council did when it concluded that “current estimates of the

5Houghton et al., Climate Change 2001, http://www.grida.no/climate/ipcc _tar/wg1/442.htm.
6 National Research Council, Climate Change Science, 1
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magnitude of future warming should be regarded as tentative and subject to future
adjustments (either upward or downward).”

Providing a different interpretation about available data and understanding is not
misleading the public nor is it providing inaccurate or misleading impressions. To
charge otherwise is tantamount to saying that a prevailing view should never be
challenged. The history of science is replete with examples of where the prevailing
view was overtaken by new information. We once believed that Pluto was a planet
and generations learned of it in that context. Yet, with the expansion of knowledge
and sophistication of techniques, we learned that we were wrong and now Pluto is
no longer a planet. Eugenics was once supported by the best minds in the Nation
before persistence discredited it. Lysenkoism severely damaged Russian agriculture
and did great damage to the fields of biology and genetics before it was rejected.

Expressions of doubt—skepticism—about aspects of climate science and projec-
tions of future impacts are claimed by some to hinder sound policy. Significant un-
certainty is not an obstacle to action. It is a signal for caution and flexibility.

Politics and Science: A Permanently Politicized Relationship?

Politics and science are intrinsically related. As scientific and technical matters
have become more influential on matters of public policy and the financing of the
scientific enterprise become dependent on the Federal Government, there are strong
pressures exerted on science and scientists. All the participants in policy-making—
politicians, bureaucracies, public policy institutes, industry, the media, and sci-
entists—have their own preferences, interests, and objectives. These decidedly dif-
ferent views and preferences color the interpretation of often tentative scientific re-
sults and the conclusions drawn about the science may be more a reflection of the
preferences of the viewer than the science.

Some politicians are inclined to focus on scientific results that support their policy
preferences. Similarly, some scientists tailor their research and slant interpretations
as a way to curry favor, gain funding, and enhance recognition of their work. Most
do not engage in such behaviors and instead act honestly and with integrity.

Scientists, politicians, and public policy institutes regularly use the media to
frame public policy issues in ways that are favorable to their preferred positions.
While some see this as informing the public, it can be nothing more than clear ma-
nipulation. This tactic is effective because of what the late historian Daniel Boorstin
saw as a growing gap between what an informed citizen can know and should
know.” Information overload and the trend toward “sound bites” have produced cir-
cumstances where citizens have lost their capacity for skepticism. Reality often is
now measured against created images instead of the reverse.

The media is also criticized for including the views of the so-called skeptics in
their reporting. The media’s role, of course, is to provide information to the public.
Reporters should not be criticized for including diverse views in their work.

In today’s highly charged environment of climate change policy, it is claimed that
the political interference with climate scientists is unique. It is alleged that federal
scientists are not free to speak their minds and are subject to oversight by political
appointees. The situation is neither unique nor exclusive to one political party. Our
book, Politicizing Science: The Alchemy of Policy-Making, documents numerous past
examples of where science and politics intersected with damaging impacts on
science and negative public policy outcomes.® Further, those who believe the current
situation is unique should make themselves familiar with the story of Dr. Will
Happer. As told by Happer in Politicizing Science and widely reported at the time
of its occurrence, in the early months of the Clinton-Gore Administration, Dr.
Happer, then head of the Department of Energy’s Office of Science, questioned the
Vice President’s views on climate change and ozone depletion. Despite his scientific
credentials, he was summarily dismissed at Gore’s direction.?

Further, efforts are often made to impugn the credibility of those engaged in the
debate through assertions that their views are a product of financial relationships
rather than sincerely held beliefs or objective research. All too frequently evidence
of a financial tie is sufficient to condemn, without proof that the tie altered the
views, opinions, or conclusions in any way. The public discourse suffers as argu-
ments are not explored in sufficient detail.

7Daniel Boorstin, The Image: A Guide to Pseudo-Events in America (New York: Harper &
Row, 1964).

8 Michael Gough, ed., Politicizing Science: The Alchemy of Policy-Making (Palo Alto, CA: Hoo-
ver Institute Press, 2003).

9William Happer, “Harmful Politicization of Science” in Gough, Politicizing Science, 45-56;
Holman Jenkins, “Al Gore Leads a Purge,” Wall Street Journal, May 25, 1993.
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Often overlooked or ignored in such discussions is the fact that the American sci-
entific enterprise is critically dependent on funding from the Federal Government.
Without public funds, the burgeoning enterprise of universities and researchers
would contract dramatically. While few would dispute the value of the contributions
made by the government-supported scientific enterprise, some facets of government
financing of science are troublesome.1? Public funding can generate unwelcome pres-
sures on scientists to conform to prevailing beliefs. Public funding is also said to
breed alarmism and facilitate distortion in public discourse.!! Studies of organiza-
tions and bureaucracies demonstrate that, over time, institutions devise strategies
to perpetuate their continued existence and encourage their expansion. Organiza-
tions have agendas and preferences and these guide the actions they take and, in
the case of a grant making organization, the relationships they enter into. Bureau-
cratic organizations charged with distributing public resources exert power and in-
fluence over their environment as they have considerable autonomy within the pol-
icy-making process, are supported by strong clientele groups, and are very internally
cohesive.12 As bureaucratic institutions mature, they develop structures, processes,
and procedures designed to preserve the integrity of the organization, socialize its
workforce to support the mores of the institution, and build alliances and relation-
ships with external interests and political overseers to assist its growth and expan-
sion.13

The U.S. Government is the main source of funding for academic research and
development at colleges and universities. With the growing number of federal re-
search supporting departments and agencies and the emergence of new federal mis-
sions such as the environmental sciences, the academic research enterprise has
grown substantially. While the growth in federal support for R&D brings new oppor-
tunities, it also has resulted in near complete dependence of individual researchers
and university programs on publicly-financed R&D.14

Yet, the focus remains on the alleged distorting influence of corporate funding on
scientific results. One of the most prominent and frequently voiced fears is that pri-
vate interests can undermine objectivity, inject bias and error, lead to the suppres-
sion of results, and perhaps even precipitate outright fraud. That claim rests on the
assumption that private interests demand results that are solely consistent with
their views and interests. It also rests on the assumption that integrity and objec-
tivity are always for sale. Unfortunately, the claim is frequently repeated without
the benefit of rigorous evaluation or evidence to support it.

When the research process is transparent and results are open for review, it is
difficult for bias, fraud, and suppression to long prevail. And, there can be serious
legal and financial consequences from such behavior. Those potential consequences
provide strong incentives to avoid it.

The George C. Marshall Institute takes its mission seriously and, consistent with
its principles, works diligently to publish reports that highlight honest assessments
of the science. We support a scientific community that can do its work, generate
data, test hypotheses, and educate free of politicization. This campaign to shut off
funding of organizations that do not accept the global warming orthodoxy dem-
onstrates that others do not.

We also want to be perfectly clear—no grant to the Institute is contingent on sup-
port for a specific point of view or conclusion. Our views on climate change long pre-
date any support from any corporate entity. Grants to support the Institute’s pro-
grams are made without conditions. Like many public policy institutes, the Marshall
Institute receives support from foundations, individuals, and corporations.

Nevertheless, the Marshall Institute is cited as an example of an institution prop-
agating misinformation and confusion at the behest of corporate support. For exam-
ple, the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) report, Smoke, Mirrors, and Hot Air,
released in January 2007, and its accompanying press release singles out the Mar-

10For example, see Linda Cohen and Roger Noll, The Technology Pork Barrel (Washington,
D.C.: Brookings Institute, 1991); Daniel Greenberg, Science, Money, and Politics (Chicago: Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, 2001); and James Savage, Funding Science in America (Cambridge,
U.K.: Cambridge University Press, 1999).

11 Gough, Politicizing Science, 2-5; Steven Milloy and Michael Gough, Silencing Science
(Washington, D.C.: CATO Institute Press, 1998); Marc Morano, “Meteorologist Likens Fear of
Global Warming to ‘Religious Belief.”” CNSNews.com, December 2, 2004.

12See, for example, Kenneth Meier, Politics and Bureaucracy: Policy-making in the Fourth
Branch of Government (Wadsworth: Belmont, CA: Wadsworth, 1987), 101-110.

13 Meier, Politics, 57-717.

14]bid., 102-103.
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shall Institute for close scrutiny.l> Specific to its references to the Marshall Insti-
tute, the UCS makes basic factual errors and fails to deny the substance of our

work:

Sallie Baliunas is not a Marshall Institute board member or the Institute’s
Senior Scientist, as is stated on page 15. She stepped down from both those
positions more than a year ago. Nor is she Chair of the Science Advisory
Board as is claimed in Table 2 on page 34. The Science Advisory Board has
not existed since 2001. The report references a six-year old archived website
to obtain basic information about the Institute’s organizational structure (see
footnote 204).

Willie Soon is not a Marshall Institute Senior Scientist as is claimed in Table
2 on page 35. Again by relying on a version of the Institute’s website archived
by a third party, the UCS reports out-dated and inaccurate information (see
footnote 261). Dr. Soon stepped down from his position as Senior Scientist
several years ago.

The Marshall Institute did not provide a grant to the Tech Central Science
Foundation in 2004 as is asserted on page 32. We received a grant for $12,602
from them and that grant supported a project focused on risk assessment in
the regulation of chemicals, not climate change.

Neither of the pieces by Baliunas cited in footnote 78 merit the weak criticism
delivered by the UCS. Most significantly, both pieces were written before the
Institute received any corporate support. The Marshall Institute did not begin
accepting corporate contributions until 1999, while both pieces were published
in 1995 & 1996.16 Second, both pieces are intended to review aspects of the
scientific debates of the time for the general public. They examine a series
of claims about climate, including solar influences, the Arctic, severe weather,
and much more.

A National Academy of Sciences panel endorsed the core premise of the
Baliunas-Soon analysis in its examination of the past temperature record
(critiqued on page 15). The NAS panel concluded that Earth’s temperatures
were relatively warmer during the Medieval Warm Period (approx. 1000
A.D.), then cooler during the Little Ice Age (approx. 1700 A.D.), and have in-
creased since then. Sparse data coverage for the period before 1600 A.D. pre-
vented the NAS from reaching definitive conclusions about temperature
trends before that date; however some reconstructions before 1000 A.D. show
surface temperatures comparable in warmth to the early 20th century.

The NAS also expressed “less confidence” in the original conclusions of the
Mann et al. “hockey stick” used by the IPCC because “the uncertainties in-
herent in temperature reconstructions for individual years and decades are
larger than those for longer time periods, and because not all of the available
proxies record temperature information on such short timescales.” 17

An independent review of the statistical methods used in constructing the
“hockey stick” revealed additional shortcomings. The review led by Professor
Edward Wegman of George Mason University concluded that the “assessment
that the decade of the 1990s was likely the hottest decade of the millennium
and that 1998 was likely the hottest year of the millennium cannot be sup-
ported by their analysis.” 18

John Christy and Steven McIntyre are not “affiliated” with the Marshall In-
stitute as is suggested on pages 23-24. They have participated in our public
events as invited guests and Dr. Christy wrote a chapter for our book, Shat-
tered Consensus, but neither is formally affiliated with the Institute.

The Institute’s book, Shattered Consensus, is cited as an example of “informa-
tion laundering” (pg. 12) yet the UCS provides no refutation of the contents

15 Union of Concerned Scientists, Smoke, Mirrors, and Hot Air: How ExxonMobil Uses Big To-
bacco’s Tactics to Manufacture Uncertainty on Climate Science, (January 3, 2007), http://
www.ucsusa.org [ news [ press _release | ExxonMobil-GlobalWarming-tobacco.html.

16See a statement by a past Institute Executive Director discussing the topic at hétp://
www.marshall.org [ article.php?d=17, which is a reprint of an op-ed appearing in the Wall Street
Journal on July 2, 1997.

17 Committee on Surface Temperature Reconstructions for the Last 2,000 Years, National Re-
search Council, Surface Temperature Reconstructions for the Last 2,000 Years (Washington,
D.C.: National Research Council, 2006), 3 http:/ /www.nap.edu /catalog/11676.html.

18 Edward Wegman et al., Ad Hoc Committee Report on the ‘Hockey Stick’ Global Climate Re-
construction (Washington, D.C. 2006), 4-5 hitp://republicans.energycommerce.house.gov/108/
home /07142006 _Wegman _Report.pdf
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of the 10 chapters in this well-reviewed book. Should the rights of these au-
thors to publish a book be left to the UCS to decide? The authors of Shattered
Consensus are experienced scholars with recognition and credits meriting at-
tention to their views. They each have significant qualifications in their fields.
For example, the book’s editor, Patrick Michaels, was a co-author of the cli-
mate science paper of the year for 2004 recognized by the Association of
American Geographers.

e There is no evidence to suggest that the work undertaken by Dr. Seitz, one
of America’s most noted scientists and the Institute’s emeritus chair, adhered
to anything but the highest standards (see page 16); a fact which even the
UCS acknowledges. Dr. Frederick Seitz is a distinguished and acclaimed sci-
entist. He is president emeritus of Rockefeller University, a premier bio-
medical research institution. He is a recipient of the National Medal of
Science, the Nation’s highest award in science, for his contributions “to the
foundation of the modern quantum theory of the solid state of matter.” He
is also a recipient of the fourth Vannevar Bush Award presented by the Na-
tional Science Board. His work, The Modern Theory of Solids, was the base
from which generations of students learned about solid state physics and
served to define the field. Elected to the National Academy of Sciences, he
also served as its President. His contributions to science and this country are
beyond question.

Dr. Seitz is free to express his views and opinions on climate change as he
sees fit. The UCS singles out his involvement with a research program fund-
ed by R.J. Reynolds in an attempt to prove that he was a pawn in tobacco’s
scientific disinformation campaign. Yet, the research overseen by Dr. Seitz is
not criticized in any way. In fact, the research was of the highest quality,
with one of the scientists supported later earning a Nobel Prize.

Nevertheless, if we accept that the source of funding invariably affects findings
and opinions, then what should we make of the significantly greater amount of
money spent by environmental advocacy groups that promote the notion of an im-
pending climate catastrophe? Governments, private foundations, and non-profit in-
stitutions worldwide spend orders of magnitude more to support the view that apoc-
alyptic climate change is near. According to data for the period 2000-2002, private
foundations conservatively spend $35-50 million each year on climate-related
projects. This support was significant for many of the receiving institutions, which
are principally public policy institutes and advocacy organizations. Climate change-
related projects accounted for over 25 percent of the three-year total reported grants
and contributions received by 10 of the top 20 institutions.1® At the same, the Fed-
eral Government provides $2—4 billion per year for climate change research and re-
lated environmental sciences. Those funds are significant to the researchers and the
research institutions that receive it. In 28 of the top 30 performing universities, fed-
eral financing accounted for more than 50 percent of the institution’s expenditures
on atmospheric R&D.20 Nearly one-half of the top-30 institutions depended on fed-
eral support for more than 80 percent of their resources in this five-year period
(1998-2002). By comparison, the Federal Government provided 59 percent of total
R&D funding at academic institutions in 2001.21

We would never call for organizations to stop their funding, even though they
make statements that clearly are exaggerations and have no scientific basis. Public
policy institutes and think tanks play an important role in American policy-making.
They are free to disagree with us just as we are free to make our views known.

Instead of addressing the substance of the debate over the science and its mean-
ing for public policy, public discussion has regressed to inferring motives and attack-
ing sources of support in an effort to silence voices of dissent. Unfounded allegations
and unjustified attacks are a poor substitute for open and candid debate.

It is more than ironic, that most of the so called skeptics focus their criticisms
on the substance of research and analyses while many who claim that climate
science is settled and that we face a climate catastrophe are resorting to character
assassination. Our nation rejected McCarthyism 50 years ago and we should not
allow its rebirth in another form.

19 Jeff Kueter, Funding Flows for Climate Change Research and Related Activities (Wash-
ington, D.C.: George Marshall Institute, 2005), 4.

20 Ipid., 10.

21 National Science Board, Science and Engineering Indicators-2004 (Washington, D.C.: Na-
tional Science Foundation, 2004), Chap.5, p. 5.
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More important than the source of funding is the substance of what an organiza-
tion produces. What counts is whether the findings stand up to critical examination.
Are they reproducible? Can they be verified or falsified?

Ted Koppel best summarized the situation in 1994 when he criticized a similar
effort by then Vice President Gore. His admonition applies as well today as it did
then:

“There is some irony in the fact that Vice President Gore, one of the most sci-
entifically literate men to sit in the White House in this century, that he is re-
sorting to political means to achieve what should ultimately be resolved on a
purely scientific basis. . . The issues of global warming and ozone depletion are
undeniably important. The future of mankind may depend on how this genera-
tion deals with them. But the issues have to be debated and settled on scientific
grounds, not politics. There is nothing new about major institutions seeking to
influence science to their own ends. The church did it, ruling families have done
it, the communists did it, and so have others, in the name of anti-communism.
But it has always been a corrupting influence, and it always will be. The meas-
ure of good science is neither the politics of the scientist nor the people with
whom the scientist associates. It is the immersion of hypotheses into the acid
of truth. That’s the hard way to do it, but it’s the only way that works.” 22

Improving the Value of Science

Preserving the integrity of science in the public policy process is an important
goal. But it would be unrealistic to think that politicization is avoidable. The science
on public policy issues is rarely, if ever, definitive. There will always be uncertain-
ties that need to be addressed and matters that require judgment in translating
science into policy options and analyzing them and their implications. Given the in-
herent uncertainties in policy planning and the value judgments that are inherent
in the policy process, there is no way to avoid “politicizing” science. Policy-making
by its nature is political and always will be. What can be done are improvements
in policy planning and analysis that improve the quality and value of science used
by policy-makers?

e Promote transparency. Models, data and assumptions used in formulating
policies should be available for interested parties to review and critique. This
would improve the understanding of the validity of the models and how var-
ious assumptions affect outcomes.

¢ Peer review is an important step if done properly. A third party should
choose reviewers and their comments should be published but not necessarily
their names. Beyond standard peer review, someone or some organization
should be able to replicate the analysis, especially analyses that can have sig-
nificant economic and regulatory impacts.

¢ Discontinue consensus documents. The push for consensus on important
science policy issues can mask important differences among scientists. Policy-
makers are better served knowing where there is widespread agreement and
where there are important disagreements. The ability to publish dissenting
views in policy documents and NAS reports should be encouraged.

e Establish a “devil’s advocate” process. For major issues like climate
change and reports like the IPCC Summary for Policy-Makers, some small
group should be charged with challenging conventional wisdom that when re-
peated often enough is treated as fact. If this were being done routinely on
climate change matters, it would not be possible to assert that the science is
settled, that humans are primarily responsible for the warming in recent dec-
ades or that models are reliable for projecting or predicting climate 100 years
from now.

Distinguish between science and analysis. Much of the recent criticism
is about the inferences drawn from science and analysis of options drawn
from science. Policy and risk assessments are not science and it is inappro-
priate to use disagreement about policy to claim that the integrity of science
is being violated.

Thank you for the opportunity to appear here today and to present these views
for your consideration.

22 Ted Koppel, “Is Environmental Science for Sale?” ABC News Nightline Transcript, February
24, 1994.
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DiscuUssION

CLIMATE CHANGE: INDUSTRY REACTION

Chairman MILLER. Thank you, Mr. Kueter. There should be
ample time for all the Members of the Committee to ask more than
one round of questions, and I will begin by recognizing myself for
five minutes.

Mr. Rampton, you described in your testimony of the prototypical
corporate campaign to create doubt, and then you heard Dr.
McCarthy, I think, talk specifically about the campaign with re-
spect to climate change, global warming. How well does what Dr.
McCarthy described fit the model that you described?

Mr. RAMPTON. I think it is a very clear example of exactly what
I have been describing. And it is only one of a number of cam-
paigns that have been carried out over the past two decades by the
various industries. I mean, there was specific talk of ExxonMobil,
but that is only one company. The oil and gas industries in general,
the coal industry have funded numerous campaigns. One of the
first campaigns of this type began in the early 1990s funded by
groups like the National Coal Association, the Western Fuels Asso-
ciation, and it was called the Information Council for the Environ-
ment, and its goal was to, in their words, reposition global warm-
ing as a theory, not fact.

A number of the scientists that were recruited for that campaign,
the so-called ICE Campaign, have later gone on to do exactly the
same work and make the exact same statements over the subse-
quent two decades. So you see the same figures recurring, making
the same statements, expressing the same skepticism about global
warming.

And the effect is to amplify the views of a relatively small num-
ber of scientists and make it seem like that is, like there is a huge
scientific debate going on when, in fact, there is not.

CLIMATE CHANGE: SCIENTIFIC REACTION

Chairman MILLER. And Dr. McCarthy, Mr. Rampton in his testi-
mony talked about, described the difference between how scientists
view truth and how public relations view truth. Scientists think
truth simply exists, and it is for scientists to discover and under-
stand, and public relation folks are more inclined to think that
truth is a little more malleable than that and may be created or
at least shaped.
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I think we all agree that there is some harm in viewing truth
that way, but could you describe for us what that harm is?

Dr. McCARrTHY. Well, first, I think the truth that scientists would
revert to is also evolving. It is not a certainty. In fact, if anyone
alleges that we know any of the sort of the details that have been
referred to here regarding climate change with absolute certainty,
one has to be very suspect of that view.

I think what we have seen, though, is that the representation of
a contrary view and particularly that that has been supported by
industry as we have seen individuals as is documented in our re-
port, move from the campaign of the tobacco industry directly into
the oil and climate change industry, have represented as facts in-
formation that is not supported in the scientific literature. These
are often based on reports that have not been published, are not
in the previewed literature, and in some cases have been published
but discredited by numerous additional publications and yet are
still put forward as supporting arguments for a position that is no
longer tenable.

Chairman MILLER. Thank you, Dr. McCarthy. A joke, and I guess
this is fairly an acquired taste sort of humor, on universities is that
administrators hate having scientists on faculty panels because you
never know where they stand. When you change the information,
they change their positions. Is that how you see scientists pro-
ceeding and should be proceeding?

Dr. McCaARTHY. If one were to go back to maybe 15, 20 years ago
in the climate change discussion, it was very difficult to find clear
consensus as to whether the Earth was warming in an unusual
way or not in the 1980s. And then when that was established in
the early 1990s, it was, in fact, difficult to find a clear statement
that would come out of any of these analyses that this was likely
due to human effects.

As we move beyond the mid ’90s, we find that that evidence is
stronger and stronger. So it is an evolving understanding of
science, and if anyone could prove this major premise wrong, A,
that the Earth is warming, B, that is largely warming as a result
of greenhouse gasses being added to the atmosphere, C, that
human activities are largely responsible for that, you know, you
would have Nobel prizes all over the place. This is a really well-
established body of information now.

CLIMATE CHANGE: GOVERNMENT REACTION

Chairman MILLER. So that Mr. Rampton may feel better about
exceeding his time, I will indulge myself by going a little over the
five minutes.

Mr. Maassarani, your report is an assessment of efforts to filter
the message of federal climate scientists, and you have heard Mr.
Rampton describe the model of how to view the public relations
media campaign technique with respect to scientific questions. How
well does the model he described fit what you found in your report?

Mr. MAASSARANI. I would simply say that where Mr. Sheldon
Rampton describes the construction of one end of the scientific de-
bate, the one aspect of the truth that happens to fit the incentives
of industry or whoever is involved, what we have on the govern-
ment side here is the deconstruction of the scientific debate coming
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from mainstream science. So what you are doing is you are offering
forth scientific views from the minority, and then you are sup-
pressing those of the majority.

Chairman MILLER. Mr. Rohrabacher.

FUNDING FOR CLIMATE CHANGE SKEPTICS

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to warn
you a little bit about telling a joke at a hearing. I attempted to
make light of an argument at the last hearing dealing with global
climate change, mentioning in jest that perhaps dinosaur farts
caused global warming back in the old times, and guess what? I
was actually making light of the argument that anyone could claim
that flatulence would change our climate, and it was reported wide-
ly across the country on numerous, in numerous periodicals that
that was a very serious statement. That was my position. That
shows you how dishonest this debate has gotten over global warm-
ing. Anyone who was at that hearing understood very well I was
making light of that whole argument on the other side, yet I was
being presented, it was being presented as that was my opinion.

I think that that is what we are presented time and time again
when we hear about the consensus that we have human-caused
global warming. Let me note when William Happer, who is now at
Princeton University and a member of the National Academy of
Sciences, was fired from his job as chief scientist from the Depart-
ment of Energy as Mr. Kueter just mentioned. I didn’t see any of
these scientists stepping forward and saying, “My God, Al Gore is
trying to skew the scientific research that is going on in global
warming.” We didn’t hear anything. This was a blatant example.
Not like the examples that you gave where someone’s press release
was edited so that his views would be presented as his own views
instead of the views of the department in which he worked. No.
This was firing a man who now is with the National Academy of
Sciences and a Professor at Princeton University or is it Princeton
University did he come from? Yes.

Let me note here again I have a few statements here from the
Director of Research, Royal Dutch Meteorological Institute, Pro-
fessor of Aeronautical Engineering, Penn State, “I protest against
the overwhelming pressure to adhere to the climate change
dogma.” Here is Richard Lindzen, Atmospheric Physicist, Professor
of Meteorology at MIT, and if I can find my reading glasses I will
be able to do this a lot better, but I will attempt to read it here.

Thank you very much. I was talking about the gentleman who,
from the Royal Dutch Meteorological Association say that he was
dismissed as Research Director from that meteorological associa-
tion after questioning the scientific under pane of global warming,
as well as respected Italian professors and they name them here,
Alfonso Sutera and Antonio Speranza. They all disappeared from
the debate in 1991, apparently losing climate research funding for
raising questions. Now, why did they lose their funding? They lost
their funding because at the Department of Energy, William
Happer, had been eliminated by Al Gore because he was skeptical
of the global warming theory.

Here is a few more for you just to let everybody know about the
consensus that we are talking about. Timothy Ball, Chairman of
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the Natural Resources Stewardship Project and former Professor of
Climatology at the University of Winnipeg, “Believe it or not, global
warming is not due to human contributions of carbon dioxide. In
fact, it is one of the greatest deceptions in the history of scientists,
of science, and we are wasting time, energy, and trillions of dol-
lars.”

Then, of course, you have got this gentlemen who, Dr. William
Gray, one of the most distinguished meteorologists in the history
of this country, Professor of atmospheric science, the University of
Colorado, who stated I had, and this is, he had said he had been
cut off of all of his research grants once the Clinton Administration
came in because of skepticism of global warming. “I had NOAA
money for some 30 years, and then when Clinton, the Clinton Ad-
ministration came in and Gore started directing some of the envi-
ronmental stuff, I was cut off. I couldn’t get any NOAA money.
They turned me down 13, for 13 straight proposals.”

Now, these are ample evidence of the type of suppression of the
other argument that is going on in order for you gentlemen and
other people to claim there is a consensus. There are hundreds of
such scientists who are very respected, who have been cut off, and
why aren’t they getting Nobel prizes? Because they have been cut
off for their research by anybody who even suggests the skepticism
of global warming. Yet we hear a complaint now about people’s
press releases being edited.

Let me note here that, just about global warming itself. Yeah.
Nobody suggests that there isn’t some warming going on in the
planet. Nobody suggests that. There is some kind of warming going
on in the climate. They used to call it climate change. I mean, they
used to call it global warming. Now they call it climate change in
order to cover themselves, but there has been a change, and that
is because, and over—I saw the charts for the people that came
back here and talked to us, over 150 years there has been a one
degree change in the temperature, one degree. And I noted at that
hearing, this is the one where they tried to claim the only quote
they used from me was a dinosaur flatulent quote, I noted that
they had started that one degree change in temperature at the very
bottom of a 500-year decrease in the temperature of the world. It
is called the mini-ice age. So we have had since the end, the bottom
level of the mini-ice age we have had a one degree change in tem-
perature. We have had many, many changes and cycles in the tem-
perature of the Earth. Many of them. And those cycles were caused
probably by the same reason that there is now another cycle going
on. It is called solar activity.

Now, no doubt there is, there has been these cycles, and we are
in one right now, and solar activity, I believe there are many sci-
entists who believe that that could be just as important, if not more
important, than anything human beings are doing.

And I will leave it with this, and that is if it wasn’t solar activity,
if it was really humankind doing this, why is the temperature
going up on Mars? NASA just released a study suggesting that the
polar ice caps are melting on Mars. Is that because of all the
humanlike activity going on on Mars? I don’t think so.

So I think this debate, Mr. Chairman, it is an important debate,
and but we do not need to dismiss someone’s arguments, just say-
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ing we have a consensus, so instead, what we are going to do is
not even listen to a scientist who is suggesting that there is an ar-
gument against the positions and the “facts” that are being pre-
sented to us that justify an analysis that comes up that global
warming is caused by human beings. And again, listen, I consider
myself open minded in this. I have an opinion, a strong opinion,
but I am never going to tell someone, I am not going to listen to
your argument because I have a consensus of people I have talked
to, and I am not even going to actually confront your arguments.

That is what we have here today, Mr. Chairman. We have a dis-
missal of other people’s arguments. We have blaming Exxon for it,
and I am very happy to see our young people here wearing their
Exxon shirts, and they are participating in the system, and I ap-
plaud you for that. And there are certainly big corporations that do
manipulate people and try to for their own purposes. There are
other interest groups that manipulate people as well. A lot of inter-
est groups in this country that manipulate people as well

With that said, I thank you for the hearing because I think this
is good for the debate.

Chairman MILLER. Well, Mr. Rohrabacher, you have a second
round of questions and perhaps something you say in the second
round might end in a question mark. And Mr. Rohrabacher, I will
not promise you that I will avoid any and all jokes in the conduct
of these hearings, but I will avoid jokes about flatulence.

Mr. Baird.

SCIENTISTS AS POLICY ADVISORS

Mr. BAIRD. I thank the Chair. I want to begin by thanking the
panelists, and I think this is really not just about climate change.
I believe the evidence on climate change is quite compelling. I
think the international report suggests that it is. What this hear-
ing is really about is the distortion of science, and my belief, and
I think the evidence is compelling, that this Administration has put
unprecedented and undue stress, or really censorship, on research-
ers throughout federal agencies. And I applaud the individuals for
raising this. I think that is repugnant and contraindicated in terms
of our trying to understand issues.

So I share the broad concern about the distortion of scientific pol-
icy, one manifestation of which may be the global warming debate,
but there are many, many others, including reproductive health,
how federal advisory committees are structured, how is on them,
how is off, et cetera, and this committee should look into that.

Having said that, I also want to say that I think, Mr. Rampton,
your points about the power given to scientists cut both ways. I am
familiar with cases where a number of scientists have signed onto
letters saying they hold a position, you know, so the PR campaign
is X number of “distinguished scientists” have signed a letter
about, fill in the blank. And at least some of those cases I am quite
confident that the “distinguished scientists” have not ever read the
particular study they are signing onto, but they are lending their
weight to it. And this happens on both the left and the right, and
again, as I stated at the outset, I think it is wrong if it happens
on either side, because I think scientists on all sides needs to hold
themselves to a higher standard.
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So one of my questions would be are there standards within the
scientific community about what one must do before one signs onto
some such letter? In other words, read the studies yourself, look at
the data from the particular studies, et cetera, or can one just sign
on and say I hold a doctorate or a Master’s degree in some form
of science. Therefore, I am qualified to comment on a particular
issue. And I will just put this out to the panelists.

Mr. RaMPTON. I think the short answer to the question of wheth-
er there those standards would be no. I mean, in fact, there are
people who claim, speak on matters of science who have, you know,
law degrees or there is a fellow named Stephen Malloy, who has
a Master’s degree in biostatistics and is very prominent and out-
spoken about the problem of what he calls junk science, formerly
funded by the tobacco industry. In fact, very, until recently, and he
doesn’t disclose his current funding information. So in terms of cre-
dentials, as a scientist he has really none, and yet he is often cited
as an authority on matters of what is and is not good science.

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Rampton, would you say, would you suggest, are
you equally concerned if people signing onto letters on either side
of an issue or not, versed in the issue that they are signing onto?

Mr. RampTON. Well, I think a scientist is a citizen like anyone
else and has the right to express his or her opinion. I think that
when scientists lend the credibility of their expertise to something,
they ought to be speaking on the matter where, in fact, they are
experts, where they actually have degrees in that particular field.
And you do have a common problem that I think scientists tend to
assume that because they have rigorous training in some field, that
their intellect is sufficient to enable them to weigh in on all sorts
of other areas where they are not qualified. And you have any
number of cases where scientists have made outright fools of them-
selves by weighing in on areas where they are not, in fact, expert.

So I think that when a scientist speaks outside his or her field
of expertise, their voice should be treated as simply the voice of an-
other citizen. Does that answer your question?

Mr. BAIRD. Yes. To some degree. I will follow up, and Dr. McCar-
thy, first of all, as a person who first became a member myself of
AAAS some 30 years or so ago now, I suppose, I congratulate you
on your election. I have great respect for the institution.

I also have some concerns about cases I am intimately familiar
with where Science Magazine rushed publications into press in
order to influence public policy, and I think without due peer re-
view. Now, I am not saying you did it because you were pressured
by some outside group, et cetera, but I do think in this particular
case it was an unfortunate act and did not reflect the highest
standards of either the Association or the journal of Science itself.

And I guess I would just ask your comments about that. If there
is a matter of public policy of some significant import, should that
lead a journal to rush something into press without adequate peer
review, or would one not want to say precisely because a matter
of policy is being influenced we should exercise particular attention
to Iﬁl&(l)ke sure that the peer review is thorough and we get the data
right?

Dr. McCARTHY. Well, there is only one obvious answer to that,
of course. An organization like the AAAS should always be con-
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cerned about its reputation. I am not familiar with the incident
that you have alluded to, but it sounds as if that is one in which
you thought their reputation was not well served, and based on
your representation I have to agree.

But let me give another example. Three years ago now the Union
of Concerned Scientists, first becoming aware of some of the abuses
of our federal agencies with regard to science, issued a report on
restoring the integrity of scientific integrity. And that is, again,
something that the Union worked a great deal to make sure was
a very crisp document, and the initial 60 people to sign that were
not just random people. To see whether this really was a strong
statement, to see whether it resonated, individuals who were win-
ners of the national medal of science, former advisors of Presidents
of the United States of America, all the way back to President Ei-
senhower, were asked to look at this statement. Heads of major re-
search institutions and to the best of my knowledge no one who
looked at it said, I won’t sign it because it is wrong or because I
think you have misrepresented this. Some people said I can’t sign
it because it would put my institution at stake. I am that con-
cerned. But here is an example of where there was a very careful
effort made to insure that this was set at the highest level, of peo-
ple who could say, you know what? This happens all the time. Let
me tell you about what happened in 1979, let me tell you about
1963. And we didn’t get that. So then when you go through that
process, you can be confident that the integrity of the institution,
the reputation of the institution is not going to be harmed by this.

But the case you mentioned I would certainly agree. Any effort
to rush something without the process that is the tradition of that
scientific body would be reckless and irresponsible.

Mr. BAIrD. I will chat with you separately about that, but I also
commend you for that report. We actually held rump hearings, and
I say rump hearings because the then Chair of the Committee
would not allow us to have official hearings on that very issue that
your report concerned.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman MILLER. Thank you, Mr. Baird. Mr. Rothman.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Mr. ROTHMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, gentle-
men, for your work and for your appearance today.

I think I have detected a consensus, which is that everyone
agrees there have been abuses of scientists in the employ of the
Federal Government by members of the Federal Government. Is
that a fair statement of one of the things you can agree on? And
if so, what do you each recommend as ways to prevent that from
happening again?

Let us start from my right. Mr. Kueter.

Mr. KUETER. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on that
subject, sir. In my prepared remarks I have a set of recommenda-
tions that the Institute has vetted to get at these issues that you
have described.

The first that we put forward is the promotion of transparency,
and it goes to an issue that Mr. Baird just mentioned. The need
to have data that is used in making federal decisions brought for-
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ward for critical analyses and audits is essential in order to under-
stand the veracity of the claims that are being made. To date that
is a difficult process to get through.

Mr. ROTHMAN. So what is the fix?

Mr. KUETER. Require that the peer-reviewed studies that are
being used to guide your decisions have their data archived and be
open for scrutiny and analysis by independent researchers. It
would be our recommendation that you establish a devil’s advo-
cate’s process, similar to what the DOD uses with its red team
process or its team B processes, where you bring in a set of folks
that don’t necessarily agree with the consensus on a particular
issue and ask them to scrub that issue thoroughly and report back
to the Congress or a particular committee with their findings. At
that point then you would have probably two very different sets of
arguments that would be put forward and perspectives on a par-
ticular issue. Then you would understand the parameters

Mr. ROTHMAN. Okay.

Mr. KUETER.—and distribution of——

Mr. ROTHMAN. I appreciate those recommendations, and my time
is limited, and I will read those and recommend the staff read
them as well.

I am more concerned about the, that just brings more informa-
tion in different points of view, which is great and very helpful, but
I heard the concern being over the twisting of scientific opinion or
the censoring of scientific opinion or the elimination of a point of
view from the Administration. So how would, could we have some
comments on how to avoid that, the censorship and the elimination
of these differing points of view? This brings in other points of view
as well. Mr. Kueter. Mr. Maassarani.

Mr. MAASSARANI. If I may. Thank you. We have an extensive list
in the report itself. I will go over a couple that I think are particu-
larly important.

One is to implement clear and transparent media policies at the
agencies where, these can require prior notification and a summary
of any media interactions that have occurred but that eliminate the
need for required, mandatory, pre-approval, monitoring, routing of
media requests from one scientist to another, as well as drafting
of anticipated questions and answers by the scientists prior to the
interviews. That would be one step.

I will mention one more real quick, and that is to reaffirm and
to put into the policies at these agencies the personal views excep-
tion. Basically, we feel that insofar as agencies have the right to
control the kind of message that is going to be projected on their
behalf, especially on policy matters, that doesn’t mean that it fore-
closes a scientist’s constitutional right to speak. In those instances
scientists need to know that they can speak out——

Mr. ROTHMAN. Right.

Mr. MAASSARANI.—on policy matters.

Mr. ROTHMAN. The question is from a federal office building with
federal resources, et cetera. Those I would think are other issues,
but for allowing that right of a citizen.

Mr. MAASSARANI. Well, as long as they qualify the statement
that they are saying this on their own, as their own private view.

Mr. ROTHMAN. And I apologize for the brevity of the time.
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Mr. MAASSARANI. No problem.

Mr. ROTHMAN. Dr. McCarthy.

Dr. McCARTHY. I am not sure you were here, Congressman Roth-
man, when I mentioned I congratulate the House on its passage of
the whistleblower protection measure and hope that the Senate fol-
lows your lead. That would be one very important measure.

Another, following up on the earlier remarks, would be to insure
that when there is an interaction between a public relations staff
and a scientist, the scientist has the opportunity for final say in
that document. And if changes have been suggested which actually
change the apparent meaning of the findings of the scientist, then
the scientist should be able to reject them.

Mr. ROTHMAN. Do you think this should be as a matter of federal
law, or do you think there should be, these procedures of an Ad-
ministration to best practices, if you will?

Dr. McCARTHY. I leave that to you, you wise people.

Mr. ROTHMAN. Yeah.

Dr. McCARTHY. I would just like to make certain that in what-
ever way this can be guaranteed to federal scientists.

Mr. ROTHMAN. May I ask Mr. Rampton to comment, Mr. Chair-
man?

Mr. RAMPTON. Well, I just mention that medical journals have
dealt with a fairly similar problem, which is that, you know, a
number of privately-funded medical researchers in the past have
run into the situation where as a condition for, you know, funding
of their research by some, for example, pharmaceutical company,
there is a stipulation that the company owns the right to prior ap-
proval of publication. And some of the top medical journals have
adopted a policy which is that they will not publish research in
their journals unless the scientist who has gotten funding has been
guaranteed the right to publish regardless of what he finds.

And I think similar provisions by the Government with regard to
Government funds to scientists makes sense that whatever sci-
entists finds ought to be, you know, there should not be someone,
there ought to be a firewall of protection so that the scientists at
the moment of having something to publish or findings to announce
is guaranteed that regardless of what is found that there will be
freedom to publish it.

Mr. ROTHMAN. Mr. Chairman.

ADMINISTRATION POSITION ON CLIMATE CHANGE

Chairman MILLER. Thank you, Mr. Rothman. Like Mr. Rothman,
I think I will try to make sure there is some consensus among the
panel on some topics at least.

It has been at least a generation since there has been any seri-
ous scientific question about the adverse health consequences of
smoking. The documents that we have discovered from the tobacco
industry in litigation show that the tobacco industry, in fact, knew
before federal researchers did of the adverse health consequences
because of their own research. Their own research showed the
damaging health affects of smoking, but they simply paid scientists
to put their name on documents that the industry itself had draft-
ed.
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Do any of you disagree that that is morally blameworthy con-
duct? Does anyone wish to defend that kind of conduct? Now, I
know there is some question about whether that is happening now
and who is doing it, but as a general matter does anyone wish to
defend that kind of conduct?

There has been a puzzling disagreement going back to where
there is not consensus within the Bush Administration. We have
heard from Mr. Maassarani and from Dr. McCarthy that there has
been an effort by the Bush Administration to control what federal
scientists say about global warming. We have heard that Phil
Cooney, who is not a scientist but worked at the Council for Envi-
ronmental Quality, excuse me, worked at the American Petroleum
Institute and has gone from there to work for ExxonMobil, edited
climate change reports behind the scenes to make the reports much
more equivocal than what the scientists who had written them ini-
tially, what the scientist draft expressed. But just a month ago Dr.
William Brennan, not the Supreme Court Justice, but a NOAA offi-
cial and acting director of the Climate Change Science Program
testified before the Senate that the Bush Administration accepted
and had always accepted the 2001, National Academy of Science re-
port on climate change science, that greenhouse gasses are accumu-
lating in the Earth’s atmosphere, and are the result of human ac-
tivities. He said that the Bush Administration accepted the latest
report of the IPCC and had never held a different position.

Mr. Maassarani, what are we to believe?

Mr. MAASSARANI. Sorry I can’t answer that. I think to some ex-
tent with the IPCC report having come out it is going to be more
and more difficult to support the proposition that the Bush Admin-
istration held earlier, that there is no connections or that global
warming isn’t happening. So no matter how much you would want
to resist it anyway, but I think perhaps that is what we are seeing
here. I am not sure if what you are trying to get at, I am not sure
it means that the Bush Administration is listening to its scientists
more than it was before. I would hope so.

Chairman MILLER. Dr. McCarthy.

Dr. McCARTHY. It is a puzzle. In the spring of 2001, when Presi-
dent Bush announced that he would no longer honor his campaign
position to regulate carbon dioxide emissions released to the atmos-
phere, it came just a couple of months after the third assessment
report of the IPCC. At that time Mr. Bush asked the National
Academy of Sciences to take a look at the IPCC report, and you
have just given us the bottom line of the National Academy conclu-
sion. And many of us were very hopeful at that time that now we
would begin to see action taken. Again, for those who aren’t aware,
the U.S. delegation to the IPCC proceedings is formed by the State
Department. It includes high ranking scientists from our science
agencies, but it really is, it really does represent the views of our
Department of State in all those deliberations.

So the fact that beneath the radar the sort of actions that this
report and others have managed to reveal suggest that even
though things were being said which sounded as if the Administra-
tion was not challenging the science, at the level in which the work
was being done, that, in fact, was a very different matter.
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Mr. MAASSARANI. Can I just add something to that? I just want

to

Chairman MILLER. Mr. Maassarani.

Mr. MAASSARANI.—make clear that as far as we know the U.S.
National Assessment still is not referenced on the websites. It is
still, any reference or mention to it still seems to be suppressed as
it was when it first came out. So certainly that hasn’t happened.

Chairman MILLER. Mr. Rohrabacher, do you wish to complete the
question you began earlier?

CLIMATE CHANGE SKEPTICS

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Thank you very much. Well, let me just note
that the Government Accountability Project’s report, while having
the same sort of tone that we have heard here today and also in-
cluded I would say the innuendos that we have heard today, also
lacked the specific charges that we haven’t heard here today as
well. I mean, it is one thing to imply that there are this sort of sti-
fling going on and when the report is said, and I quote, “It found
no incidence of direct interference in climate change research, as
well as the investigation by the Government Accountability Project
has uncovered no concrete evidence that political actors are directly
andkwillfully interfering with this fundamental aspect of scientific
work.”

And now, we can make innuendos all we want, and we can ig-
nore everything that the other side does that is very blatant in sup-
pressing this argument, like the firing of the lead scientist at the
Department of Energy. It is very easy for someone who is a polit-
ical activist or politically oriented who has got some scientific cre-
dentials or sometimes doesn’t have scientific credentials but is
speaking as if he or she does, to sort of imply that there is some
sort of suppression going on when obviously, as I say, examples
and I gave four earlier on, of blatant examples of where people
were losing contracts for their position as being skeptical of global
warming, but for example, we have NASA, James Hanson and you
are aware of this. Maybe perhaps one of the people you are talking
about in your report was Mr. Hanson who complained that his
press releases were being manipulated or his association with the
press was in some way being controlled. Last week at a hearing on
the Senate side acknowledged that he had been interviewed 14,000
times, 14,000 interviews on global warming. Now, someone who is
capable of having that many interviews, let us just, let us say there
was only a thousand. Okay. Maybe it wasn’t, this is only what I
saw in the press. This is what I saw as a question during the inter-
views over there, but let us say it was just 1,000. That doesn’t indi-
cate that there is some suppression going on. It may indicate there
is a guy over at NASA who thinks his opinions are worth more
than anybody else’s opinion on this, and maybe he was presenting
it in a way that was perceived as speaking for NASA.

Now, there is every right for the people that work at NASA to
make sure that someone who disagrees with them is not presenting
himself or herself as spokesman for NASA instead of this is my
opinion on what I have found and what I believe to be true on this
issue.
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So that is number one. And I would like to remind everybody
about when people talk about, you know, coming in and not having
the right kind of science to back up charges and things like that.
You know, I have been here longer than I think anybody in this
room, and I will tell you the first incident that I ever had like this,
I was, I have been a Member of the Science Committee for 19 years
now, and my very first year Al Gore came right there and sat right
there.

Now, I was behind him a few days ago and listening to him, and
it may surprise some of you, but I agreed with about half of what
Al Gore had to say, and that is a pretty good consensus considering
that, you know, I don’t agree with the global warming aspect, but
trying to clean up the pollution, make us energy self-sufficient.
Man, I think that some of his ideas were right on, and I am plan-
ning to try to work with my fellow Republicans to work on that.

But my first year Al Gore came there and sat right where you
are, and he had, again, he had all the camera crews out so that
all the young people in the world could see him pounding on the
desk, and he was demanding that the former President Bush, who
was President then, declare an ozone emergency. Do any of you re-
member that incident? Do you remember that at all? Okay. That
was very clear to me, because that was my first year as a Con-
gressman. Do you know what happened? He was demanding that
the President declare an ozone emergency for the northeast of the
United States, which would have cost thousands of jobs to add bil-
lions of dollars of disruption to our economy, and guess what? A
week later they found out that it was a misreading of some instru-
ments on one piper cub airplane by some researcher from one uni-
versity that misread the instruments.

Now, what I see here is when we are making charges like, which
are monumental to our economy, billions of dollars worth of out-
come, these kids lives are not going to be better if we end up trying
to save the climate rather than clean the air or rather than making
us energy self-sufficient, because we get, you know, because we get
focused on a wrong goal because people are trying to claim there
is an ozone emergency when there isn’t one.

So I will end it with a question so anybody can—is there or are
there or are there not, you have stated over and over again, this
consensus in order to dismiss any real discussion of global warming
I keep hearing the consensus, you know, rather than confronting
the arguments, I get in two arguments today, global warming is
happening on Mars. We also mentioned how they began their re-
search and the one degree temperature rise started at the bottom
level. Two big, you know, issues there with global warming. In-
stead of them confronting arguments, you are saying that a con-
sensus isn’t there. Do you agree that there are a significant num-
ber of scientists with very good credentials who are not part of this
so-called consensus, who have ample reason and are legitimately
offering some skepticism of global warming? Or is this something,
again, dismiss it?

Chairman MILLER. Actually, the time limit applies to the ques-
tion and the answer, and we are now gloriously past the time, but
does any of you have a very brief answer, and or can you provide



69

a more complete answer in writing? A very brief answer. Dr.
McCarthy.

Dr. McCARTHY. I can try. Certainly there is a range of opinions
on all these issues, and this is what the IPCC is all about. It is
in distilling where the best science is, and I must tell you that that
is a very agonizing process, and it has the transparency that Mr.
Kueter was referring to earlier. Everything is documented. You can
go back and find all those reviews. Everything is there to be exam-
ined, and it is a very conservative process. Could it be the sun?
Well, you can ask that question. It is in energetics. You can ask
that question. How much is the solar variability changing over
time? How much is the insulation of the atmosphere changing?
How do they compare?

This can all be done and is being done, and it turns out that the
solar variability as best estimated, we only measure precisely back
to 1980, but with sun records going back for the last 100 years, is
about one-tenth, it is about plus or minus two-tenths of a watt per
square meter, about one-tenth the two watts per square meter that
we have now accumulated as insulation in the atmosphere.

So there is no scientific paper that would allow you to say that
you can test that theory and find anything like the signal for solar
variability that you find for the insulation effect, and that is the
way this science proceeds. If anyone could write that paper and
showed how the solar variability could affect this change, then it
would be in these reports.

Chairman MILLER. Mr. Kueter, can you answer in a sentence
that Hemmingway might have written instead of James Joyce?

Mr. KUETER. I would refer the Members to the Executive Sum-
mary of Working Group I, Chapter 12 of the Third Assessment Re-
port of the IPCC, which documents a number of ongoing and out-
standing uncertainties in the state of science. That similar list was
reproduced in the Fourth Assessment released just two months
ago. The importance of those uncertainties is documented in the
National Research Council’s 2001 report that was previously ref-
erenced. I would say that is the subject of the debate and ought to
be the focus of our future discussions about climate change.

Chairman MILLER. Mr. Maassarani, a Hemmingway sentence.

Mr. MAASSARANI. If I may just briefly confront two statements
made by Mr. Rohrabacher. The first was in an earlier statement
about press releases being edited to reflect the sole opinion. There
is nothing in our report or investigations that says that. It says
press releases were edited to downplay or minimize their scientific
significance.

The other thing, 14,000 interviews I believe is a misstatement as
well. Fourteen thousand Google hits I think was at issue there, and
I can say three things on that subject. First, our studies have found
that media interactions are virtually uninhibited when it comes to
local, foreign, or technical news journals. The restrictions are for
major outlets.

Second, the comment doesn’t specify what time period we are
talking about for Hanson to talk. We have seen these problems as
problems emerging in the recent past.

And lastly, it is our belief that one incident of interference based
on political motivations is unacceptable. Thank you.
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FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT REQUESTS

Chairman MILLER. I need to excuse myself, I have votes in an-
other committee beginning now, but, and I will turn the gavel over
to Mr. Rothman in just a moment. But Mr. Maassarani, before I
leave, Mr. Rohrabacher pointed out gaps in your report, instances
in your report where he said you had no evidence. I admired how
far your report was able to go based on FOIA requests. My own ex-
perience in FOIA requests as a Member of Congress, not as a
Chairman of the Investigations and Oversight Committee, was how
limited a FOIA request was. The limitation or the exception for
pre-decisional documents really meant all the good stuff was not
really subject to a FOIA request, you know, why the decision was
really made.

What kinds of obstacles did you find in your research using FOIA
requests, and would you work with our staff if you assumed that
we may, we have more tools in our toolbox than FOIA requests?

Mr. MaASSARANI. Certainly. The obstacles include the following.
We FOIA’d three agencies: NASA, NOAA, and the EPA. It was a
fairly involved request, asking for a number of things that covered
anything related to media policies or guidelines as one of the
points. NASA got back to us with their media policy, and that is
it. It was a nine-page NASA response. EPA was unresponsive to
our request. They had nothing regarding, relating to media, and
you can see some of the language of our FOIA in the report. There
is, it is beyond me to imagine how they would not have a single
record on what we requested.

Other irregularities, at NOAA, for example, though they got us
a good load of FOIA documents. We had scientists directly send us
some of the FOIA material they were giving over to the FOIA of-
fice, and that never made it through the official FOIA process, up-
wards of hundreds of pages of documents.

So and lastly, on a legal point, the FOIA, the redactions that
were made and the withheld documents, they weren’t actually jus-
tified under any of the FOIA, under the law of the FOIA, so we
didn’t know whether they were pre-decisional or what the basis
was.

Thank you.

Chairman MILLER. The Chair now recognizes Mr. Baird for ques-
tions, and if Mr. Rothman will now assume the gavel.

SCIENCE PUBLISHING CONCERNS

Mr. BAIRD. I thank the Chair, and I want to pose two ethical
questions, and I will preface this by not only do I have a doctorate
in a scientific field, clinical psychology, specialized in neuropsych,
but I used to teach the statistics and research methods course and
used to teach the history of science and scientific ethics, and so I
know a little about Popper and Kuhn and Feynman and some of
the other folks.

And let me just pose a question to my dear friend from Cali-
fornia, Mr. Rohrabacher, and then the converse question to the
panel. And I will ask my friend from California the following ques-
tion, and then I am going to propose the converse to the panel, be-
cause I think there are some problems on both sides.
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For the gentleman from California, what do you think the ethical
position should be if you are a scientist who in your best judgment
has objectively analyzed the data and they lead you to one conclu-
sion. As best you understand it from the data, and a supervisor
tells you for political reasons because your data don’t lend credence
to an official position, that you can’t publish that. So you think you
have something to offer to the debate, and a political person, and
I am going to hold that question. I will ask the gentleman to re-
spond.

Let me do the converse, however. Mr. McCarthy commented and
others the passage of the Whistleblower Protection Act, and one of
the amendments of that, which I voted for but with some reserva-
tion, said basically that it is not allowable for a supervisor to pre-
vent something from being published after it has been accepted in
a peer review journal.

Let us suppose you are a supervisor with ultimate responsibility
for the scientific credibility of what comes from your shop. Someone
within your shop sends, unbeknownst to you, a publication to a
peer review journal, which accepts it. You learn about the accept-
ance post-talk and then say, wait a second, I haven’t had a chance
to review this document, and upon reviewing it, I find significant
flaws in the data, but the Congress of the United States has now
passed a law that says you can’t withhold the publication of a
study that you believe to be flawed on its scientific merits. And I
know of a case where that happened, by the way.

So the gentleman from California and then the panel if we may.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. First of all, maybe you could give me three
examples of where that has happened. I have given you four or five
examples of how it happened blatantly in the last Administration
and how there are numbers of scientists who claimed to have been
frozen out of grants because they were

Mr. BAIRD. Well, hypothetically. I know of examples where it has
happened.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Okay. Well, I need three examples, and I
would like for the panel to come up with three examples for me
because

Mr. BAIRD. Let us suppose it happened.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. What a scientist’s responsibility is, the same
as a journalist, you know, I am a professional journalist. That is
what I did for a living. I was a writer. I was not a lawyer, which
lawyers can justify just about anything, but——

Mr. BAIRD. But journalists are not biased. We know that.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. No. Journalists—correct. Okay. Here is the
answer. If a scientist has done his, has done research, has come to
a conclusion, he should express that in any way that he can as
what he believes with his credentials, understanding there are
other scientists who disagree with him. This is not where one
claims I have discovered truth, and all of a sudden everybody else
has to shut up. And what we have got here is you have some peo-
ple who are very strong political positions as well as being sci-
entists.

Mr. BAIRD. But let me reclaim just to ask this question.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Sure.
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Mr. BAIRD. What if your supervisor says you cannot publish your
data so that it can enter the marketplace of ideas and debate?
What is your

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Well, obviously, I believe that anything that
has, as you say, gone through the peer review process, no one
should prevent things from being discussed. In fact, I have just, I
am the strong advocate of having everything discussed, and I think
there has been much more censorship on the other side of this
issue than the one you are getting at. If you can give me some ex-
amples of that, I will be happy to sign on with you and say I am
very concerned about this scientist, this scientist, and this scientist
who are permitted to publish. Now

Mr. BAIRD. Well, let me return if I may to the panel to hear the
converse.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. What element of it, to answer your question,
the thing is

Mr. ROTHMAN. Mr. Rohrabacher.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Yes.

Mr. RoTHMAN. It is Mr. Baird’s, Dr. Baird’s time.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Let me

Mr. ROTHMAN. It is Dr. Baird’s time.

Mr. BAIRD. You and [—Dana, we will have time. We will get to-
gether.

Mr. ROTHMAN. It is Dr. Baird’s time.

Mr. BAIRD. I will give you 30 seconds.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Okay. No. Even five seconds. It is just so, we
are not talking about whether or not
Mr. BAIRD. You have 26 seconds.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Hold on now. So we are basically saying that
he wasn’t allowed to publish in the name of—you can’t as a sci-
entist publish in the name of NASA, but you can publish. NASA
doesn’t have to say we are publishing this as our opinion.

Mr. BAIRD. I am aware of case—I will reclaim my time and tell
you I am aware of cases where people were told they could not put
their name on a study, period, because they were within the em-
ploy of a federal agency, even if the study was published not under
the official aegis of the agency but merely the fact that you were
employed by that agency extracted your name from publication. I
am personally aware of that case.

About the reverse where the moral conundrum, ethical conun-
drum applies to the supervisor who recognizes flawed data but now
the Congress has put that person in a position, if we pass this law
into law, that they can’t retract the study before it becomes pub-
lished without running into some significant problems.

Dr. MCCARTHY. There are many laboratories in which it is the
procedure for all staff to have their reports, their professional pa-
pers reviewed within the laboratory. That happens in research in
uniV(irsities, happens in research centers all over. So it is not un-
usual.

If even, if without that, or if one attempted to go around that or
even if that process were followed and the report were published,
peer reviewed and published, and were found to have errors, then,
of course, it is incumbent upon anyone who discovers those errors
to call attention to them with letters to the editor or perhaps re-
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tractions of the paper. I think one distinction to be made here,
though, is that you are talking about a case in which the results
are clearly derived from research. They are, you mentioned data,
and I think it is somewhat different from what we have seen in
many of the cases that have been discussed here, in which sci-
entists are making statements which are judged by people within
the Administration to have policy implications. And for that reason
they have run into difficulty.

Mr. BAIRD. Yeah. My problem is if somebody’s putting forward
data that will lead to policy implications, it relates to the aforemen-
tioned issue, which we will talk about separately, but and we have
put, in Congress, the supervisor in an untenable position where
they can’t say, this shouldn’t go to press because it is flawed be-
cause one it has been accepted for publication, under the amend-
ment we passed last week in this Congress

Dr. McCarTHY. Uh-huh.

Mr. BAIRD.—we put those supervisor, I think, in an unethical po-
sition, and I intend to address this before it goes to conference.

Dr. McCArTHY. Well, if it is accepted for publication, let us say
in a peer review journal, because of oversight in the review process,
and that happens, as you know, all the time, then there are correc-
tive measures. There are letters to the editor, there are subsequent
papers.

Mr. BAIRD. Sure, but you know that is like a retraction in jour-
nalism. You know once the study is published, it gets quoted
100,000 times. The retractions are minimal, and I will tell you that
some journals substantially restrict and put much greater scrutiny
on the retractions, I know this personally, than they do on the ini-
tial publication.

Dr. McCARTHY. Certainly retractions but I think letters are often
a very powerful way of dealing with that.

Mr. RoTHMAN. I thank the gentleman. I am going to take five
minutes for questions.

PoOLITICAL PRESSURE ON SCIENTISTS

Can the panel give me at least three examples of the kind of cen-
sorship or problems in this Administration that our colleague from
California suggests has taken or took place under the previous Ad-
ministration?

Mr. MAASSARANI. If I understand correctly, Mr. Rohrabacher was
referring to grant decisions allowing funding of certain research
proposals, as well as more recently he talked about, or the question
that was under debate now, was whether there was a publication
that had been——

Mr. ROTHMAN. No, no, no. Just censorship——

Mr. MAASSARANI. Okay.

Mr. ROTHMAN.—or undue influence, the kind of things you were
talking about in general terms in each of your respective testi-
monies. At least three of you.

Mr. MAASSARANI. Sure. I will give you an anecdote that comes
from a confidential source of one of the agencies. Just find my
notes real quick.

This was a person that was positioned in the public affairs office
of the agency. The predecessor for this person had been begged to
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resign from this, to be reassigned from this position to another one
because of the pressure that was associated with the position. Basi-
cally they found themselves between the political appointees within
the public affairs office and the scientists themselves and the infor-
mation they were trying to get out. This person was told regarding
one of the scientists, you make him be quiet. Get that guy to stop
speaking to the public. It is your job. I cannot believe you cannot
control that person. This person has, and I quote, was summoned
to their political appointee’s supervisor’s office at times where their
discussion would take place behind closed doors and involved White
House offices such as the Office of Science and Technology Policy.

This person was to inform the superiors of any interview re-
quests from major news outlets that concerned climate change, and
those would be rerouted through

Mr. ROTHMAN. That is one individual. Do we have any other ex-
amples that either, anyone wishes to speak about?

Dr. McCARTHY. I can refer to examples which are in the testi-
mony from our report, Atmospheric Pressure, in which 21 percent
of the respondents, they personally experienced pressure to elimi-
nate the words, climate change or global warming or other similar
terms from a variety of communications. Fifteen percent of the re-
spondents said they personally experienced changes or edits during
review that changed the meaning of scientific findings, and then in
all 58 percent of the scientists said they had personally experienced
at least one incident of some form of interference within the last
five years, a total of 435 incidents of political interference. And
these are documented in our report.

Mr. ROTHMAN. Mr. Rampton, do you have any comment on this
or—

Mr. RAMPTON. I think I will pass if that is okay.

Mr. RoTHMAN. Okay. And Mr. Kueter, since I see this hearing is
among other things but most importantly what role the Congress
should take in trying to prevent intimidation, censorship of sci-
entists within the Federal Government by members of the Federal
Government, do you have any examples about any conduct during
this Administration that you found were examples of censorship on
one, cutting one way or the other?

Mr. KUETER. We haven’t analyzed the behavior of this particular
Administration, but the book that I referenced in my testimony, Po-
liticizing Science, documents at least four different cases of where
there has been evidence of selective use of results over misinter-
pretation of those findings or blatant interference in the conduct of
experiments and in the behavior of past Administrations.

Mr. RoTHMAN. Okay. So for the last seven years, you haven’t
studied the actions of what has gone on in our Federal Government
for the last six years and change?

Mr. KUETER. Not in terms of trying to conduct the kinds of sur-
veys that these gentlemen are talking about.

Mr. RoTHMAN. Okay. So you are more of a historian then. You
can tell us what happened in the last Administration but not the
last six years?

b Mr. KUETER. I am a public policy analyst. That is, our role is to
e
Mr. RoTHMAN. Okay.
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Mr. KUETER.—involved in the contemporary debate. We have
published this book, though that did take a more historical view of
the questions that you raised.

Mr. RoTHMAN. Fair enough. I am going to save my 14 seconds
unless there is another comment, Mr. Maassarani.

Mr. MAASSARANI. I just wanted to say that our report is replete
with the kind of examples that you are asking for.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. ROTHMAN. I am now going to recognize our colleague and
friend from California, Mr. Rohrabacher, for five minutes.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Well, thank you very much. I am dismayed
that when we ask you for specific examples that you couldn’t come
up with any. I mean, you are coming up with an unnamed source
and coming up—give me a couple names out of there and say Dr.
so and so said that on this occasion I had a scientific study that
I was not permitted to publish or was not permitted to submit for
people to look at. And give me the examples, and I am ready to
take a look. Give me three examples. If you couldn’t do it just a
minute ago, send them to my office. I will be happy to examine it.
The answers you gave were, obviously were not satisfactory.

Mr. RoTHMAN. Will the gentleman yield for a question?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Sure. Sure.

Mr. ROTHMAN. When the panelists said that 21 percent and three
out of five responded that they experienced some censorship or
pressure to change their findings or their findings were changed
without prior notice, does the gentleman say that, deny that those
findings or reports are correct?

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Yeah, I do, because I will suggest to you that
when you take polls among people, how you ask a question and
then how you analyze the answer makes all the difference in the
world. And whether or not that person, for example, if someone
says, do you think that there should be more research money on
global warming, and the scientist says, why, yes, I do, and I think
it is really discriminatory against our group of people who are re-
sponsible for researching global warming, the fact that they don’t
have a higher budget. Well, everybody wants a higher budget, and
that analysis, giving him as an example, as see, here is a guy who
is repressed. Well, this may be what we are having here, but I will
be very happy, by the way, please submit to me, and I will give
you a chance to get me the exact, if you have a specific example,
give me three specific examples. I will be open-minded about it.
And, again, I agree with my friend, this should be an open debate.
My major argument today is not that we in some way should over-
look if there has been some suppression of the argument on, by this
Administration, we should overlook that. I would never suggest
that. I am suggesting that we have suppression of this debate on
the other side.

And, again, if you have evidence that they are doing something
wrong, specifically, rather than giving me some polling or some
unnamed source who can say anything because he is anonymous,
okay. Go right ahead. If you got some examples, I will, write them
down.
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Mr. MAASSARANI. Sure. Let me just say that they are unnamed
for a reason, and a number of our sources are unnamed, and unfor-
tunately, I can’t disclose their

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Well, the point is that we have been, like the
Administration has been here seven years or six years now total,
and if there were people who were in there facing this, there would
be enough people on the outside to find someone who has been will-
ing to speak up without fear of losing their job. There is always,
you know, people always say things anonymously and say, well, I
just can’t say it publicly because I will lose my job. That is not a
source to base judgments on. I can tell you that right now. There
is a lot of other people on the outside who, if there was that repres-
sion going on, could come out publicly and say, when I was there,
this is what happened.

Mr. MAASSARANI. Well, if it is very important to you, I can per-
haps arrange for you to contact that source if you can ensure
their

Mr. ROHRABACHER. No, no.

Mr. MAASSARANI.—confidentiality as well.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Give me the names of several people. Give
me the names——

Mr. MAASSARANI. Yes. I am ready to do so, sir, right now.

Mr. ROHRABACHER.—of three people. Do it on the record for
Pete’s sake.

Mr. MAASSARANI. Tom Knutson is a scientist who has had a
media request denial.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. A media request denial.

Mr. MAASSARANI. Denied.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Okay.

Mr. MAASSARANI. On three occasions.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Has he had other requests that were grant-
ed?

Mr. MAASSARANI. Yes.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Oh, there you go. Okay.

Mr. MAASSARANI. So some requests are okay and others are not.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Okay.

Mr. MAASSARANI. Weatherald has had four press releases
squashed.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Okay.

Mr. MAASSARANI. And Christopher Millie, Weatherald is also
from NOAA, and Christopher Millie from USGS——

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Okay.

Mr. MAASSARANI.—has had two press releases squashed.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Okay. So we have

Mr. MAASSARANI. Three examples.

Mr. ROHRABACHER.—s0 you are suggesting that because someone
is not permitted to send out a press release, now you are saying
a press release. With the name of the governmental agency on top
of the press release? They were denied that? And that is an exam-
ple of suppression?

Mr. MAASSARANI. When it is research that this scientist

Mr. ROHRABACHER. No, that is not suppression at all. If someone
is, wants to send his research out to make sure that other sci-
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entists know about it, becomes part of the public debate, that is a
lot different than sending out press releases.

Mr. MAASSARANI. These press releases are for the media to pick
up on important research conducted by federal scientists.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Important research as, according to that re-
searcher. There may be other scientists who disagree totally with
that position. Now, you want to, you think that the Government
should be sending out dueling press releases? Is that what it is?

Mr. MAASSARANI. No. These are press releases that mark the re-
lease of studies in peer-reviewed journals.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Well, that is what I am——

Mr. MAASSARANI. Each one of these press releases

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Okay.

Mr. MAASSARANI.—I am referring to.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. And they were released in the peer, in the
journals?

Mr. MAASSARANI. Yes. They were——

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Oh. Okay.

Mr. MAASSARANI.—published in the journals.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. So here we have——

Mr. MAASSARANI. So other scientists found out about it but not
the media.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. So you are ignoring——

Mr. MAASSARANI. Or the public.

Mr. ROHRABACHER.—the fact that the lead scientist from the De-
partment of Energy was sacked when he came in by Al Gore and
the fact that they, that a guy who can actually publish his findings
in a peer-review journal is being repressed because he can’t send
out a press release with the name of the organization on the top.

Mr. ROTHMAN. The distinguished gentleman’s time is, for this
round, concluded.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. You may have an example for us that you
might want to put on the record. I mean, Dr. McCarthy.

Mr. RoTHMAN. While I think that any active injustice is some-
thing to be criticized, condemned, and fixed, those that are farther
back in history may be ones we cannot correct, but those acts of
injustice or bad policy or bad behavior by people who are still in
office I think are more relevant to this committee since we have it
within our power as a coequal branch to check and balance any
abuses by any other branch.

Would any of you gentlemen like to talk about in more detail the
meaning of my colleague and friend from California talks about or
implies some insignificance to the squashing of a press release?
First of all, is that all we are talking about, squashing of press re-
leases, and what is the significance of these, of this, of these re-
strictions? Dr. McCarthy.

Mr. McCArRTHY. No. We are talking about much more than the
squashing of press releases. I gave you some examples where peo-
ple were told they could not use the words, “climate change,” “glob-
al warming,” and the like. I will report documents with names, 70
such sources. You can check those, and I think to somehow make
reference to someone who was fired some years ago and cir-
cumstances that we can’t possibly reconstruct at this point or to
suggest that a Dutch and Italian scientist were not getting their
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grants, I mean, my last four grant proposals were turned down. I
am batting about one out of five. I have never suspected that there
is some political motivation. I am not writing proposals that deal
specifically with this subject. No one has ever told me, any of the
federal agencies that if I did or didn’t funding would be different.

I think you need to also look at how research funding works, and
it is a review process that involves experts in the community. The
decisions are made by program managers and study panels. I have
worked extensively in such review analyses of panels of the Na-
tional Science Foundation. I cannot think of any time in which
there was ever any policy by the directorate of the foundation or
the foundation in general or something that was thought maybe
coming on high that said this is the kind of research we should be
supporting or the kind of research we should not be supporting.

And perhaps I could explain that the way scientists get their
work supported is not to write a proposal saying I want to go out
and prove that something that people think is right is right. You
get it funded because you say I think there is something wrong
with our conventional position, and I am going to prove it. And
that is what gets funded.

Mr. RoTHMAN. Doctor, is there any evidence, or any member of
the panel, that there was a concerted effort or a conspiracy or a
matter of agreed-upon policy by, at the highest levels of the Admin-
istration to confine comments by scientists in federal employ or to
censor their work? I mean, how high up does it go, or was it, were
these the acts of renegade members of the Bush Administration?

Mr. Maassarani.

Mr. MAASSARANI. This depends a little bit on how you would de-
fine a conspiracy. I think we do have high-level signals as is docu-
mented in the report that comes down. We can only infer how sys-
tematic these signals are and how much their affect has been. It
definitely seems that White House offices are sending these signals
through political appointees at the agencies and public affairs of-
fices to—and in some very clear instances to suppress certain com-
munications by scientists. I am not prepared to call this a con-
spiracy with everyone involved at the high levels and the low levels
against the scientists, but certainly there is something of concern
going on.

Mr. ROTHMAN. Mr. Kueter, can you comment, although you
haven’t made a study of the last six years, do you have an opinion
on this?

Mr. KUETER. Well, your colleagues in another committee in this
Congress posted the deposition of Phil Cooney to their website as
a product of a hearing that they had where he participated a few
weeks ago. I would suggest you take time to read that lengthy doc-
ument, because I think it reveals quite plainly that the proposition
that has been offered doesn’t exist in the sense of there being high-
level efforts in a coordinated attempt to suppress scientific discus-
sion of climate issues.

Mr. RoTHMAN. But do you have any view as to, I hear you on
the high level, the lack of high-level coordinated policy on this mat-
ter, but do you have any information, evidence, or opinion as to
whether these examples cited by these three other gentlemen did
not take place in the Bush Administration in the last six years?
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Mr. KUETER. I have no basis to judge the credibility of those
claims, having not reviewed their studies in any great detail for
that purpose.

Mr. RoTHMAN. I thank you. I think we have done it, and let me
say this. I am going to be looking forward to reading the rec-
ommendations in each and every one of you gentlemen on how to
prevent the intimidation, censorship, or mischaracterization of sci-
entific findings by federally-employed scientists by members of the
Federal Government.

I want to thank the witnesses again and under the rules of the
Committee the record will be held open for two weeks for Members
to submit any additional questions they might have to the wit-
nesses. And if there is no objection, the witnesses are dismissed
with our gratitude, and the hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 3:55 p.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.]
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ANSWERS TO POST-HEARING QUESTIONS

Responses by Sheldon Rampton, Research Director, Center for Media and Democracy,
Madison, Wisconsin; Co-author, Trust Us We’re Experts: How Industry Manipu-
lates Science and Gambles With Your Future

Questions submitted by Chairman Brad Miller

Q1. Why should the Congress care that an industry or major multinational corpora-
tion funds a campaign of public relations to spin science? Is this more than just
an exercise of 1st Amendment rights?

Al. In the case of the tobacco industry, courts have found that the industry’s efforts
to spin science reached the level of actual fraud which violated the law. It is one
thing to publicly espouse a particular interpretation of scientific evidence when the
scientific community itself is still divided over differing interpretations. It is another
thing entirely to manufacture the APPEARANCE of doubt when the scientific evi-
dence has become overwhelming. This was the case with the link between smoking
and lung cancer, and has now become the case with respect to the link between
human-produced greenhouse gas emissions and global warming. The tobacco indus-
try’s own internal documents show that industry executives did understand the true
state of the scientific evidence, making its public statements to the contrary delib-
erate deceptions. The same thing appears to be true with respect to the current
state of knowledge regarding global warming, and there are numerous examples of
companies (such as the pharmaceutical industry) deliberately suppressing the publi-
cation of data that conflicts with their marketing claims about the safety and effi-
cacy of their products. These actions cannot reasonably be interpreted as merely the
free expression of opinion. They constitute deliberate deception of the public and
should not be tolerated.

Corporations are not allowed to deliberately deceive their investors by withholding
or falsifying information about business losses, pending lawsuits or other facts
which have a bearing on assessing the risks of investing in them. I see no reason
why they should be allowed to deliberately deceive the general public by with-
holding or falsifying information about the risks which their activities pose to the
environment or public health.

Beyond the question of whether deliberate deception is involved, I think the public
also has a right to know who is funding the science which is used as the basis for
decisions that affect the public.

Companies certainly have the right (and indeed, a responsibility) to fund research
into the safety and efficacy of their products. This funding does not always create
bias, but it is a strong indicator of potential bias. Numerous studies have found that
research funded by a company which makes a particular product tends to exag-
gerate the benefits and downplay the hazards associated with that product. This
doesn’t necessarily reflect fraud on the part of the company or the researcher. It
may simply mean that they are genuinely excited about the positive potential of the
product and have an unconscious bias that influences their conclusions. I think it
is problematic, however, when industry-funded research is presented to the public
without full and prominent disclosure as to its source of funding.

When the public is told that eating oat bran lowers cholesterol, it should also be
informed that the research reaching that conclusion was sponsored by Quaker Oats.
It is entitled to know that the “Princeton Dental Resource Center,” which claimed
that eating chocolate actually reduced cavities, was financed by the M&M/Mars
candy company and was not a part of Princeton University.

Q2. Can you shed light on how we should think about the differences among non-
profit public interest organizations that hire scientists and engage in public in-
formation campaigns? Some argue that since there are groups on all side of all
issues, with funding behind them, it makes no difference whether the donors are
public-minded citizens or corporations with a material interest in a particular
policy? path? Is there any difference in your mind between those two kinds of
cases?

A2. T don’t think it is true to suggest that comparable funding is available to groups
“on all side of all issues.” Aggregate data about the funding sources of science is
hard to come by, but we can get a good idea of the resources available to various
groups by looking at data on political giving. According to the Center for Public In-
tegrity’s database of political giving, for example, the oil and gas industry gave
$19,090,042 to national political candidates during the 2006 election cycle and spend
$72,492,544 on lobbying. By comparison, environmental groups gave only $514,759
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to electoral candidates and spent $7,687,264. That’s a 37-to-1 ratio in political cam-
paign giving, and more than a 9-to-1 ratio in spending on lobbying. The National
Beer Wholesalers Association alone gave $2,946,500, and that’s only part of the alco-
holic beverages industry. I haven’t been able to find statistics on the political giving
by groups concerned about the problems related to alcohol consumption such as
Mothers Against Drunk Driving, but 'm sure it is minuscule by comparison. The
sum total spent on lobbying by all single-issue ideological groups combined—pro-
choice advocates, anti-abortionists, senior citizens, and a variety of other groups—
was $113 million. By contrast, the health care industry alone spent $338,441,211,
and corporate-sector lobbying for all industries combined was more than $2.3 billion.

As these figures suggest, industry groups have much more money to spend on
shaping public opinion and public policy than non-profit public interest organiza-
tions, and this applies as well with respect to hiring of scientists for public informa-
tion campaigns.

Environmental groups and other issue-advocacy organizations certainly do hire
scientists and make scientific arguments to promote their policy goals, and it is cer-
tainly fair to expect that their scientists are as susceptible to bias as industry sci-
entists.

However, these groups have a lot less money with which to promote biased
science than the corporate sector. As a practical matter, the biases that we need to
worry about the most are the biases held by people who have the money and power
to influence policies.

Question submitted by Representative F. James Sensenbrenner Jr.

Q1. In your testimony you illustrate how industry influences the media through sur-
rogate organizations. Have you looked into whether or not advocacy organiza-
tions use the same techniques?

Al. As I stated in my answer to the second question by Chairman Miller, the sci-
entific claims made by advocacy organizations should be greeted with the same ex-
pectations of tendentious bias that should be applied to claims made by industry-
funded scientists. However, the specific use of “surrogates”—by which I mean the
use of scientists as third-party spokespersons without disclosure of their industry
sponsorship—is something that advocacy organizations rarely if ever do. I cannot
think of a single instance where a group such as Greenpeace or the Center for
Science in the Public Interest or the National Right to Life Committee or the Na-
tional Rifle Association has sponsored a scientist to act as their spokesperson while
concealing that sponsorship. To the contrary, most advocacy organizations actively
publicize their relationship with the scientists in their employ.

The reason for this is simple: Advocacy organizations have no motive to conceal
their sponsorship of scientists. A typical advocacy organization seeks funding from
the public, and it wants potential donors to believe that it is doing a great deal and
accomplishing a lot with their contributions. If a group like Greenpeace hires a sci-
entist to produce a report on global warming, therefore, it has a strong incentive
to inform people that it has done so. Moreover, there is no advantage to conceal-
ment. A scientist’s affiliation with a group like Greenpeace does not diminish the
credibility of that scientist’s claims in the eyes of the general public (and especially
not in the eyes of potential Greenpeace donors) in the same way that a scientist’s
credibility may be diminished if he is known to be working for ExxonMobil.

There is, however, a related problem of third-party surrogacy related to advocacy
organizations. Many think tanks and advocacy groups are themselves used as surro-
gates for undisclosed interests, in the same way that individual scientists are used
for this purpose. For example, the Philip Morris tobacco company created a group
called The Advancement of Sound Science Coalition (TASSC) to publicly dispute the
science linking secondhand cigarette smoke to lung cancer. The company went to
great lengths to conceal the fact that TASSC was created by one of its public rela-
tions firms and funded almost entire with corporate grants. There are many groups
of this type—the “American Council on Science and Health,” “Citizens for the Integ-
rity of Science,” or “Consumer Alert”—which receive most of their funding from cor-
porate sponsors rather than individual donors while declining to disclose the iden-
tity of their actual funders.

My organization, the Center for Media and Democracy, has long advocated that
nonprofit organizations which receive tax-exempt status should be required, as a
condition for tax exemption, to disclose a list of all of their significant institutional
funders.
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Just as the public has a right to know who is funding the scientific research that
is used to influence public opinion and public policy, the public also ought to know
who is funding the work of other groups that seek to influence them.
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ANSWERS TO POST-HEARING QUESTIONS

Responses by James J. McCarthy, Alexander Agassiz Professor of Biological Ocean-
ography, Harvard University; Board Member, Union of Concerned Scientists

Questions submitted by Chairman Brad Miller

Q1. Dr. McCarthy, in January 2007, a spokesman for ExxonMobil said the company
had stopped funding climate skeptic organizations such as the Competitiveness
Enterprise Institute. Do you know if ExxonMobil is still funding a campaign of
climate science doubt? How could we verify what role they are playing?

Al. UCS’s January 2007 Report, Smoke, Mirrors and Hot Air, found that between
1998 and 2005, ExxonMobil funneled close to $16 million to 43 groups working to
manufacture uncertainty around global warming science. Faced with public outrage
over its cynical campaign to delay action on global warming, ExxonMobil has
launched a PR campaign aimed at softening its image as a climate skeptic. The com-
pany finally acknowledges the global warming threat and has cut funding for some
of the most egregious climate contrarians groups, including the Competitive Enter-
prise Institute.

However, Exxon’s 2006 World Giving Report reveals that twenty four of the
groups identified in the UCS report received an additional $1.6 million in funding
in 2006. Four groups that received continued funding in 2006 have consistently been
at the center of ExxonMobil’s fight against action on global warming: The Heartland
Institute, George C. Marshall Institute, American Legislative Exchange Council and
Frontiers of Freedom. A leaked 1998 American Petroleum Institute memo linked
these groups to the Global Climate Science Communications Plan, a multi-year,
multi-million dollar strategy to manufacture uncertainty around the science of glob-
al warming. Total 2006 funding to these groups alone was $421,000 with a sum of
over $3.6 million since 1998.

Q2. In his written testimony, Mr. Kueter charges that groups like UCS and the Brit-
ish Royal Society are “seeking to silence honest debate and discussion of our
most challenging environmental issue—climate change.” He also writes that “the
censorship of voices that challenge and provoke is antithetical to liberty and con-
trary to the traditions and values of free societies.” Is there an effort to silence
honest debate? Dr. McCarthy, do you want to comment on these claims?

A2. UCS supports “honest debate and discussion of our most challenging environ-
mental issue-climate change.” The key word is “honest” as some individuals have
a long history of invoking outdated publications that have been subsequently over-
turned by many additional peer-reviewed papers that have pointed out the flaws in
the original evidence, methods, etc. This is “cherry picking” at its most dishonest.
UCS supports open dialogue and full discussion of all evidence-based science that
represents the current state of knowledge. In other words, the UCS is totally com-
mitted to the antithesis of censorship and the exact opposite of silencing honest sci-
entific debate.

Q3. Dr. McCarthy, in your view does the Marshall Institute do scientific work? How
does it compare to the kind of work done by research scientists in universities
or even the work done by a body such as the IPCC?

A3. University research findings typically result in a publication with several re-
search authors that is peer-reviewed by a few external experts. Any errors in these
publications typically become apparent through formal “comment” and “reply” publi-
cations in the original journal. The evaluation process occurs further when subse-
quent articles are published in other respected journals that point out the errors or
confirm the original hypothesis. The IPCC effectively re-reviews the published cli-
mate science on a more comprehensive scale. For example, the Working Group I
contribution to the IPCC in 2007 received and fully considered around 30,000 review
comments.

The IPCC’s technical reports derive their credibility principally from a, trans-
parent, and iterative peer review process that is far more extensive than that associ-
ated with scientific journals. This is due to the number of reviewers, the breadth
of their disciplinary backgrounds and scientific perspectives, and the inclusion of
independent “review editors” who certify that all comments have been fairly consid-
ered and appropriately resolved by the authors. Furthermore, according to IPCC
principles, lead authors are “required to record views in the text which are scientif-
ically or technically valid, even if they cannot be reconciled with a consensus view.”
Finally, it is important to note that the authors of IPCC reports are nominated by
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national governments, and the final IPCC reports are approved by delegations from
more t};an one hundred nations (including the U.S.A. and all other industrialized
nations).

Several organizations, some non-profit and others with links to commercial inter-
ests, endeavor to translate climate science into forms that are more accessible to the
general public and the policy community. When a report from any such group, in-
cluding the George C. Marshall Institute, appears to provide a new interpretation
or synthesis of findings (since most of these organizations do not conduct original
scientific research) it is important to ask who authored the report, by whom was
it reviewed and what are these individuals’ credentials. If authors and reviewers are
not named, if the process by which the report was written and reviewed seems
opaque or if the authors of a climate report do not have the stature of IPCC authors,
then one needs to be cautious, especially if the intent of the report is to challenge
conventional science.

Q4. Dr. McCarthy, some people seem to have the impression that the IPCC and var-
tous National Academy statements reflect “consensus” views that ignore the work
of scientists who hold other views. Are they correct?

A4. The word “consensus” is often invoked, and sometimes questioned, when speak-
ing of IPCC reports. In fact, there are two arenas in which a consensus needs to
be reached in the production of IPCC assessments; one is the meeting of the entire
IPCC, in which unanimity is sought among government representatives. Even
though such consensus is not required (countries are free to register their formal
dissent), agreement has been reached on all documents and “Summary for Policy-
makers” (SPMs) to date-a particularly impressive fact.

Consensus is also sought among the scientists writing each chapter of the tech-
nical reports. Because it would be clearly unrealistic to aim for unanimous agree-
ment on every aspect of the report, the goal is to have all of the working group’s
authors agree that each side of the scientific debate has been represented fairly.

IPCC ensures that the scientific credibility and political legitimacy of its reports
represents fairly the range of scientific understanding of climate change. To this
end, the IPCC provides several channels for input from experts along the entire
spectrum of scientific views, including those of statured scientists who do not expect
large future anthropogenic effects on climate.

First, accredited NGOs from all sides of the issue are welcome as observers at the
opening plenary session and some other sessions over the course of the report pro-
duction cycle. In addition, well-known contrarians can and do become contributing
authors by submitting material to lead authors, and play advisory roles for their
governments by working with government representatives to revise and approve the
final SPMs.1

The presence of climate change experts from industry and environmental organi-
zations in the assessment process also illustrates the IPCC’s desire to seek input
from outside traditional research institutions. Industry examples have included rep-
resentatives from the Electric Power Research Institute and ExxonMobil. Environ-
mental examples have included representatives from Environmental Defense, the
Natural Resources Defense Council, and others all over the world.

Climate contrarians frequently claim that the IPCC produces politically motivated
reports that show only one side of the issues.2 Given the many stages at which ex-
perts from across the political and scientific spectrum are included in the process,
however, this is a difficult position to defend.

Questions submitted by Representative F. James Sensenbrenner Jr.

Q1. Your organization receives a substantial amount of money from private founda-
tions.

a. Does that money come with the strings attached?

b. Do you think ExxonMobil’s contributions to Stanford, Yale, Harvard, Prince-
ton, MIT, Columbia, the University of Texas, and Carnegie Mellon came with
strings attached?

. Do you think those contributions influence those institution’s work?
d. Why d2o you think similar contributions will impact the organizations in your
report¢

o

1Edwards, P., and S. Schneider. 1997. Climate change: Broad consensus or “scientific cleans-
ing”? Ecofables | Ecoscience 1:3-9.
2Masood, E. 1996. Head of climate group rejects claims of political influence. Nature 381:455.
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Al. The majority of grants to the Union of Concerned Scientists from private foun-
dations are designated for specific projects as described in the grant proposal. Most
importantly, the genesis for the project lies with UCS, not the foundation. UCS
writes proposals for various projects which are funded only if the foundation decides
the proposal is in line with its priorities.

In the UCS report Smoke, Mirrors and Hot Air there is a comparison between the
large donations by ExxonMobil to university research compared to the relatively
smaller proportion given to organizations that have historically misrepresented sci-
entific understanding about climate change. For example the report notes:

“In its most significant effort of this kind, ExxonMobil has pledged $100 million
over ten years to help underwrite Stanford University’s Global Climate and En-
ergy Project. According to the program’s literature, the effort seeks to develop
new energy technologies that will permit the development of global energy sys-
tems with significantly lower global warming emissions.”

The UCS report does not express any concerns about the value or independence
of the work done by these academic institutions. Similarly, the report does not di-
rectly claim that ExxonMobil’s contributions to organizations that have a record of
misrepresenting the current knowledge about the science of climate change were an
attempt to influence the views or writings of those groups. Rather, our claim is that
ExxonMobil’s funding of these groups serves to amplify the misleading messages of
these groups and confuses the public on the climate issue.

Q2. It is important to separate scientific interference from policy guidance. You in-
cluded the following question in your survey: “Question 6, The U.S. Government
has done a good job funding climate change research.” How does a budget ques-
tion equate to scientific interference?

A2. Our survey was designed to obtain information about the general work environ-
ment for U.S. Government climate scientists, and as such, not every question ad-
dressed the problem of direct political interference in the work of scientists. Reduc-
ing funding for a particular line of research does not necessarily equate to direct
politicag interference in science, and this question was not asked with that inference
in mind.

However, the results of this question (more than half of the respondents disagreed
that the U.S. Government has done a good job funding climate change research) and
the large number of essay responses on the topic of funding may be taken as sup-
porting evidence for a funding crisis in federal climate science. When adjusted for
inflation, federal funding for climate science has fallen since the mid-1990s.2 A 2005
report by the National Research Council (NRC)’s Committee on Earth Science and
Applications from Space concluded that our system of Earth-observation satellites
is at “risk of collapse” and is jeopardized by delays and cancellations of several
planned NASA satellite missions.4

In a statement earlier this year, the Board of Directors of the American Associa-
tion for the Advancement of Science (AAAS) echoed the concerns of the NRC com-
mittee and called upon Congress and the administration to implement the NRC rec-
ommendations “for restoring U.S. capabilities in Earth observations from space to
acceptable levels.”5

High-quality data about our climate is the crucial first ingredient to under-
standing the science of climate change and crafting effective policies for dealing with
the threat.

3 American Association for the Advancement of Science. 2007. Climate Change Science Pro-
gram Budget, by Agency. Online at http:/ /www.aaas.org/spp /rd [ ccsp07cht.pdf

4 National Research Council, Committee on Earth Science and Applications from Space. 2005.
Earth Science and Applications from Space: Urgent Needs and Opportunities to Serve the Nation.
Washington, DC: The National Academies Press.

5 AAAS Board Statement on The Crisis in Earth Observation from Space. April 28, 2007. On-
line at http:/ /www.aaas.org [ eos
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ANSWERS TO POST-HEARING QUESTIONS

Responses by Tarek F. Maassarani, Staff Attorney, Government Accountability
Project

Questions submitted by Chairman Brad Miller

Q1. Mr. Maassarani, could you elaborate on your observation that media policies
were often driven from offices in the White House complex?

Al. Most prominently, our report detailed numerous instances in which White
House executive offices are involved in the editing and clearance of scientific re-
ports. To what extent the White House has interfered with media communications,
and in particular shaped media policies, is less concretely established. Our report
documents several examples where the White House was connected to practices that
restricted media communications. Consider, for example, an e-mail dated June 13,
2005, in which National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) public af-
fairs officer Kent Laborde tells a NOAA senior scientist Venkatachalam
Ramaswamy:

CEQ [Counsel on Environmental Quality] and OSTP [Office of Science and
Technology Policy] have given the green light for the interview with Ram. They
had me call Juliet [Eilperin, the reporter who requested the interview] to find
out more specifics. She will be asking the following:

e what research are you doing with climate change

e what research has been encouraged or discouraged by the administration
e what interaction has he had with the administration

e does he have free reign to conduct the research her [sic] wants to do

I told Juliette [sic] that he feels comfortable to comment only on science and
does not want to loose [sic] his scientific objectivity by addressing policy/potitical
[sic] questions. She said since he is not a policy-maker, she wouldn’t ask policy
questions.

Michele [St. Martin of CEQ] wants me to monitor the call and report back to
her when it’s done. . .

Similarly, an anonymous public affairs officer at NASA told us how he sat in on
phone calls made between public affairs headquarters and OSTP discussing control
of certain scientists’ media exposure.

Such incidents compounded by the lack of transparent decision-making above the
heads of scientists and mid-and high-level public affairs staff suggest that the chain
of command reaches up to the White House for media communications dealing with
sensitive science. Nonetheless, with the exception of the Climate Change Science
Program (CCSP), this high-level involvement in routine media communications was
never stated or put forward as official policy—as distinct from practice. In the case
of the CCSP, which has significant representation from White House offices on its
communications working group, it has been clearly stated as a matter of policy that
CCSP staff is not authorized to talk to the press. Rather, media inquiries are re-
ferred to NOAA or the CEQ chairman.

Q2. In your review of e-mails and interviews with scientists, do you always see the
hand of the White House—either the President’s Council on Environmental
Quality or the Office of Science and Technology Policy—behind climate change
suppression efforts?

A2. As discussed above, there is limited direct evidence of White House involvement
with climate change suppression efforts in our FOIA and interview record. What we
have found however suggests that this is not because these efforts do not exist, but
because they are opaque and evasive. White House involvement seems to occur by
telephone or in person, to which only a select few individuals within the agency are
privy. Although outgoing e-mail traffic from the agencies suggested White House in-
volvement, our FOIA obtained few if any e-mails from the executive offices. As you
are well aware, Waxman’s staff has had similar difficulties obtaining information
about White House communications with its agencies.
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ANSWERS TO POST-HEARING QUESTIONS
Responses by Jeff Kueter, President, George C. Marshall Institute

Questions submitted by Chairman Brad Miller

Q1. Mr. Kueter, when did the Marshall Institute receive its last funding from
ExxonMobil or its foundation?

Al. We received support from ExxonMobil in 2006.

Q2. Do you currently have a financial relationship with Exxon Mobil, its foundation
or any of its public relations firms to fund work on climate science or any other
issue.

A2. We have submitted renewal proposals to ExxonMobil in support of our climate
change and energy policy programs for 2007.

®3. How did the Marshall Institute become aware that ExxonMobil was funding pol-
icy organizations to support a climate science work? funding from ExxonMobil
or its foundation?

A3. The Marshall Institute’s climate program began in 1989. The Institute did not
begin accepting corporate contributions until 1999 even though the Institute was ac-
cused of being “corporate financed.” A statement by a past Institute Executive Di-
rector explaining this change in policy is available at ht¢tp:/ /www.marshall.org / arti-
cle.php?d=17, which is a reprint of an op-ed appearing in the Wall Street Journal
on July 2, 1997. I was not employed with the Marshall Institute during this period
and am not aware of the circumstances surrounding the receipt of the first grant
from ExxonMobil. A review of the available records shows that the Institute pre-
pared a grant request to the Exxon Education Foundation for general operations
support in August 1999.

Q4. Have you or any other figures associated with the Marshall Institute ever par-
ticipated in a meeting or conference involving Exxon Mobil representatives or
representatives of its foundation to discuss how to carry out your climate science
work or to coordinate that work among other organizations funded by
ExxonMobil?

A4. 1 review the substance of our past activities and our plans for the future at an
annual meeting with a designated representative of ExxonMobil. This meeting is
held in conjunction with the submission of our annual report on activities and re-
quest for renewal. Such meetings are common practice. Our programs and activities
are designed and implemented independently of any supporter or interest Subse-
quently, the Institute’s climate program is independently reviewed and approved by
our board of directors. The Institute’s Chief Executive Officer, William O’Keefe, has
an acknowledged private business relationship with ExxonMobil. We participate in
numerous meetings and conferences discussing climate change, some of which in-
volve sponsors or potential sponsors.

Questions Submitted by Representative F. James Sensenbrenner Jr.

Q1. In 2005 the Marshall Institute reported on the funding for climate change re-
search, in particular you contrasted the difference between contributions from in-
dustry with those of private foundations and the Federal Government.

Al. Yes, we published a report in 2005, Funding Flows for Climate Change Re-
search and Related Activities (hitp:/ /www.marshall.org [article.php?id=289), exam-
ining financial support by foundations and the Federal Government to non-profit
groups and universities for climate-related activities. We were motivated to explore
the efforts which are often made to impugn the credibility by virtue of their associa-
tions and financial relationships rather than scrutiny of their beliefs or objective re-
search.

Q2. Please walk us through your findings. In particular, how does funding from in-
dustry differ with funding from private foundations?

A2. Our study compiled data on grants from private foundations to nonprofit insti-
tutes for the period 2000-2002 and for Federal Government expenditures over a
range of years. Our main findings were:

e The study of climate change science and the policy ramifications of climate
change is a multi-billion dollar enterprise in the United States.
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Private foundations distribute a minimum of $35-50 million annually to non-
profit organizations and universities to comment on or study various elements
of the climate change debate. With respect to foundation grants, unlike many
other studies of the same topic, we limited our focus solely to those grants
specifically designated as supporting a climate change-related effort. Given
this constraint, our estimates are, if anything, low.

This support was significant for many of the receiving institutions. Climate
change-related projects accounted for over 25 percent of the three-year total
reported grants and contributions received by 10 of the top 20 institutions.
For six organizations, climate change grants accounted for 50 percent of their
reported grants and contributions received.

A cursory glimpse of the list of recipients of those private funds reveals that
the vast majority are spent by groups favoring restrictions on carbon dioxide
emissions and who believe that climate change requires dramatic government
action.

The U.S. Federal Government spent nearly $2 billion to support climate
change science programs in FY 2004.

More than 2,000 separate climate change-related grants were distributed by
federal departments and agencies in FY 2002, the most recent year for which
comprehensive data is available.

Federal support for R&D in the environmental sciences field has tripled in
the past 20 years, rising from $1.2 billion in 1980 to $3.6 billion in 2002, ac-
cording to data available from the National Science Foundation.

In the field of atmospheric science, for example, federally funded R&D ac-
counted for more than 80 percent of total expenditures for nearly one-half of
the top 30 institutions in the five-year period (1998-2002).

If funding alone invariably affects findings and opinions, then what should we
make of the significantly greater amounts spent by foundations and the Fed-
eral Government? The American scientific enterprise is critically dependent
on funding from the Federal Government and without that support would
contract dramatically. While the growth in federal support for R&D brings
new opportunities, it also has resulted in near complete dependence of indi-
vidual researchers and university programs on publicly-financed R&D. Yet,
the focus remains on the alleged distorting influence of corporate funding on
scientific results despite the fact that there are powerful incentives to avoid
such conflicts of interest. In the end, if the alleged distorting influences of fi-
r:iancial ties are true, then they impact all participants in the marketplace of
ideas.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY AND SYNTHESIS

This report, which presents and svmhesizes the findings of a vear-long
investigation to determine the extent of political interference at federal climate science
agencies, demonstrates how policies and practices have increasingly restricted the flow of
scientific information emerging from publichv-funded climate change rescarch, This has
affected the media’s ability to report on the science, public officials” capacity to respond
with appropriate policies, and the public’s grasp of an environmental issue with profound
consequences for our fiture,

Conducted by the Govemment Accountability Project, the investigation
incorporated dozens of interviews; a review of thousands of Freedom of Information Act
disclosures, intemnal documents, and public records; and a comprehensive search of news
archives.!  Although the investigation focused heavily on the National Oceanic and
Armosphenic Administration, it alko included the National Acronautics and Space
Administration, the Environmental Protection Agency, the UL, Geological Survey, the
Department of Agriculiure, and the Climate Change Science Program.

A perception of inappropriste political imterference is widespread among
emplovees of the lederal climate science agencies and programs, as well as among
joumalists from national, mainstream outlets who cover their research. This perception is
substantisted by evidence from inside sources, sciemtists” personal festimonies,
joumalists, and Freedom of Information Act disclosures.

The investigation found no meidents of direct interference with climate change
research.  Instead, unduly restrictive policies and practices were located largely in the
communication of “sensitive” scientific information to the media, the public, and
Congress.  In this context, “sensitive scientific information™ 1= meant to sigmfy that
science which does not support existing policy positions or objectives in research dealing
with the effects of climate change or greenhouse gases on hurnicanes, sea levels, Arctic
ice loss, maring life, and human society.

Interference  with media communications  includes  delaying, monitoring,
screening, and denving interviews, as well as delay, denial, and inappropriate editing of
press relenses, Interference with the public and Congress includes inappropriate editing,
delay, and suppression of reports and other printed and online material. These restrictive
communication  policies and  practices  are  largely  characterized by intemnal
inconsistencies, ambiguity, and a lack of transparency. In turn, they send chilling signals
1o federal emplovees, including scientists and public affairs officers, that reimforce the
suppression of “sensitive” information.

There 15 a clear trend toward increasingly restrictive policies and practices
unsupported by any official justification from the agencies and programs, Why are these
restrictions becoming more pervasive than ever before? The evidence suggests that
incidents of interference are ofien top-down reactions 1o science that has negative policy

! For more information, see Appendix B About this report and the investigation
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of public relations implications for the administration.  Attempls to impose such
restrictions are sometimes unsuccessful and even counter-productive; how frequently
they succeed unreported, however, cannot be quantified.  Although restrictive practices
tend 1o target the small number of federal emploviees working with sensitive information,
the overbroad application of restrictive policies and their chilling effect impact a wide
range of personnel,

[irectives and signals from executive offices such as the Council on
Environmental Cuality, the Office of Management and Budget, and the Office of Science
and Technology Policy are channeled through political appoimtess and vounger
politicallyv=aligned career civil servants at lower-level press and policy offices. These
communications largely take place off the record, frequently deviating from written
policy guidelings and invelving individuals with few scientific qualifications. Whercas
low-level agency and program support staff are typicallv sympathetic to the scientists and
their science, as one scientist noted, “the closer you get 1o Washington, the more hostile
[they are to the science].” Despite supportive thetoric, senior managers who are aware of
the perceplion and even the imcidents of interference largely fail to address them. To the
contrary, they may be conforming to pressures from above to downplay politically-
inconvenient science,

Whether these restrictive communication pelicies and practices have precipitated
overt and, often, well-publicized incidents or have acted by more subdle processes, their
effect has been to misrepresent and under-represent the taxpayer-funded scientific
knowledge generated by federal climate science agencies and progrums, In some cases,
the policies and practices constitute constitutional and statutory infringements of the
federal climate science employees’ free speech and whistleblower rights. In most cases,
the policies and practices undermine the govemment’s inherent obligation to disseminate
the results of publicly-funded research,

Increased congressional and media attention on the political suppression of
climate science has often resulted in statements of commitment to scientific openness and
a loosening of communication policies and their application. This pressure has led 1o
actual or anticipated reforms, as well as improved morale, at NASA and NOAA, though
institutional problems and policy weaknesses remain.  Even in rhetoric, this reform
movement has largely missed ongoing problems at EPA and CCSP.

The Govermment Accountability Project recommends the executive branch and all federal
agencies that suppart climate change research:

o Implement a clear and transparent “notice and recap”™ media policy in which only
a prior notification to public affairs and a subsequent follow-up are required.
Comrespondingly, eliminate mandatory pre-approval for media contacts, selective
routing of media requests, drafting of anticipated questions and answers by
scientists prior to interviews, and monitoring of media communications,
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Develop a transparent communications policy ol the Climate Change Science
Program  amd  streamline  the approval process for s products  and
communicalions,

Reaffirm and educate federal emplovees about their right to speak on any subject
w0 long as they make clear that they are expressing their personal views and do
nod use government time and resowrces — with the important provise that no
restrictions apply when federal emplovees are excrcising their whistleblower
rights 1o disclose unclassified information that is reasonably believed 1o evidence
illegality, gross waste, gross mismanagenwnt, abuse of power, or substantial and
specific danger to public health or safety,

Bring media policies into complionce with the Anti-Gag Statute, Whistleblower
Prodection Act, and related provisions, and provide clear regulations as 1o what
constitutes properly classified, sensitive, or restricted information,

Ensure the timely and pro-active coordination of press releases and media
contacts 0 a5 to promote rather than limit the flow of information.

Ensure that content editing and scientific quality contrel remain with qualified
scientists and the peer-review process,

Reallirm and educate federal emplovees on their rnght to review any final draft
that is 1o be published under their name or that substantially references their
research.

Establish accountability procedures that increase transparency and provide for
internal reporting of undue interference with science,

Investigate and commect inappropriate policies, practices, and incidents such as
those described in this report.

The Goverament Acconmtability Profect recommends thar Congress:

-

Enact legislation that profects federal free speech and whistleblower rights, with
particular reference to employees of federal science agencies.

Ensure that objective and independent science is the basis for policymaking.

Strengthen its essential oversight fumctions with regard to the imegrity of
communications about scientific research.
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INTRODUCTION

Climate scientists’ work consists pomanly of research: observations, process
studies, and modeling activities designed to enhance our understanding of climate change
and variabality. The investigation by the Govemnment Accountability Project (GAP) has
uncovered no concrete evidence that political actors are directly and willfully imterfering
with this fundamental aspect of scientific work. This finding is supported by a survey of
federal climate scientists conducted by the Union of Concemed Sciemtists (U'CS), whose
results show that 8% and T0% of scientists polled believe, respectively, that U8, federal
government climate research is of generally excellent gquality and that federal climate
research is independent and impanial.’ Largely, scientists remain free to choose their
topics of interest, conduct research, and publish their resulis in scientific journals without
being told otherwise,”

Joumnals such as Nature, Science, the Jowrnal of Climate, the Journal of the
Atmospheric Sciences, the Journal of Geophysical Research, and the Bulletin af the
American Meteorslogical Society are held in high esteem by the scientific community,
All the scientists we spoke to on this topic considered that, by virtue of the rigorous
refereed and peer-review process and the ready opportunities for cross-validation, the
conclusions that emerge from the scientific hterature are of the highest guality and
objectivity.! Not surprisingly, the freedom to publish in scientific journals is widely
cherished and celebrated, and not just by scientists. In response to criticism, agency
management commonly points to the scientists’ freedom to conduet research and publish
in seientific lterature.” Consider Robert Atlas, Director of the Atlantic Oceanographic
and Meteorological Laboratory (AOML) at the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration (NOAA), when asked about scientific integrity at his agency:®

I have not observed any political interference with our ability at AOML to
communicate scientific information.  All of our scientisiz are free to publish their
results in the referced scientific literature and to present high quality research at
nattonal or international conferences.  Omly the quality of the research is
scrutinized and scientists are encouraged to present their conclusions that are
supporied by their research.

¥ Burvey of Fedeml Climse Scientists, UCS Scientific Imegrity Program (2006) questions #5, 7. In

summer 2006, UCS mailed printed surveys to more than 1,600 federal scienlists, representing all the

climate scientists LICS could sdentify throughout the magor federal agencies conducting clemate research, as

well a8 the Mational Center for Atmospheric Research.  The survey leatured 40 questions, including 30

miltsple-chosce questions and one open-ended essay question. Three hundred eight surveys, mchading 132

essay fesponses, were compheted and retumed to UCS

¥ See, e.p. anonymoss lab director, communications with Maassarani (October 19, 2006) record on file

with (AP, Conrad Lautenbacher, “We're Funding Climate Science, Mot Muzeling IL” Letter io the Editor

in the Wadwngion Post (April 19, 2006).

* 8%% of survey respondents noted that they “gencrally seek 1o publish [therr] rescarch fndings n peer-

reviewed liternbure”  Survey of Fedeml Climale Scientists, UCS Scientific Integrity Program (2006)
uestions dd

5‘E'.;g.. Richard Spinrad, communscation with Maassarans (Cctober 11, 2006) recond an file with GAP.

® Robert Mtlas, ¢ yication with A (Chtober 12, 2006) recard on file with GAP,
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In May 2006, the National Science Board (NSB) issued a report in response 1o a
request from Senator John McCain (R-AZ) examining the policies of science agencies
with regard to the suppression of scientific research, noting that:

Congressional aspirations for public access to the Federal agencies™ scientific
information [are] frequently reflected in statwlory langusge, which generally
requires or permits the generation, dissemination, and publication of the agencies”
research results and information. We are only aware of one situation... where
statutory language authorizes Federal agencies to withhold unclassified technical
findings from public disclosure, and then only for a “reasonable™ amount of time.
We found onlv a few relevant Federal regulations for the disclosure of research
findings, which generally encourage publication of rescarch resulis,

The N5B report’s findings described the existence of dissemination policies but provided
seant in-depth analysis of their content or application.  The report went on to conclude
limle more than that “dissemination policies and practices of the agencies [were]
inconsistent across the gcn'.'-:rrm:u:nt““L However, GAP's mvestigation has uncovered
where dissemination policies and practices fall short of the Congressional ideals laid out
above, We show that the variation in these policies and practices tracks politically salient
events, sensitive research, and the scientists who conduet this research,

In contrast to the more robust freedoms of scientific research and publication, the
restrictions  that our investigations document occurred more  frequently  with  the
communication of scientific information to the media, Congress, and the general public.
Gienerally, scientists consider such communication a minor, if not discretionary or even
disruptive, aspect of their work.” One scientist was quack to point out that it is nol a part
of his job description.'” In light of the lower priority they tend to attach to public
relations than 1o actual scientific research and its publication for fellow scientists, it is
striking that this issue has recently captured the attention of s0 many scientists,

Like many of us, federal scientists realize that it is the communication of their
work to decision makers and the public that ultimately justifies their emplovment at the
science ug:nci:s.” The govemment would not have committed such tremendous
resources 1o science i it was little more than an academic exercise. Yel as much as

" Attachment 4 to NSB-06-60, Letter to Sen. MeCain (May 10, 2006) record an file with GAP.
* Monetheless, D, Warren Washington, chairman of the NSB and senior climate scientst at the National
Center for Atmospheric Research (WCAR), told an auhence that “The news media is not getting the full
sy, especally from govemment scientists™ at a three-day conference entitled “Climate Change and the
Future of the American West™ m carly June of 2006 In a June 8, 2006, article for the Rocky Mowntain
Mews, reporter Jim Enckson cites o personal imerview with Dir. Washington in which he sasd “that Bush
appointees are suppressing information sbow climate change, restnicting joumnlisis' sccess o federal
scientists and rewriting agency news releases to stress global wamming uncenainties... that the climate
cover-up is ocowring at severml federal agencies, mnchading MASA, the Mational Oceanic and Atmosphenc
Administration, and the U S, Forest Service,.. and that govemnment officinls are trying 1o conlse the
Etﬂi.r: nbout climate change and the scientific consensus that global warming is a renl problem.”
“Eg., anomymous scientist, mterview with Manssaram (Apnl 13, 2006) record on file with GAP.

Thid
" Pieter Tans, interview with Masssarni (March 9, 2006) recard on file with GAP.
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scientists camy a duty to transmit their research to taxpayers and policymakers, il cannot
be achieved without the full encovragement and assistance of political superiors and
government managers.  Instead, policies and practices have increasinglv restricted the
flow of information. Moreover, govemment officials” disdain for science that argues
against their policy preferences sends a chilling signal through the science agencies that
compromises their morale and ohjectivity.
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SCIENTIFIC COMMUNICATIONS WITH THE MEDIA

Media reporting of science s an effective means for making research findings
accessible 1o the general public. The media is a primary source of information for the
American public and its decision makers, Furthernmore, major news outlets have
reporters with a working knowledge of the field who regularly track the newest scientific
developments and translate technical language into plain speak. A scientist’s
communications with the media may include in-person mterviews and wrillen or
telephone commumications — whether for radio, television, or news print — as well as
press releases and press conferences,

As with many organizations, federal climate science agencies have policies and
practices  that  regulate  ther employees” media  commumications, which are
institutionalized by means of an office of public affairs and the promulgation of an
official media policy.  Although these can encourage better medin exposure through
networking and assistance in handling reporters, our investigation has catalogued the
recent rise of suspect restrictions by agencies on their scientists” communications with the
media. These nclude:

s Pre-Approval — when, after an initial media contact, a scientist is required
1o get permission from the public affairs office (PAD) before proceeding
with an interview. Pre-approval can apply 1o press releases and press
conferences as well as interviews,

# Intake — when pre-approval is extended to require thal even a reporter’s
initial media request be made to public affairs.

«  Routing -~ when public affairs takes media requests and, in spite of the
reporter’s request, decides which scientists can respond and what topics
may be covered.

s Anticipated Q& A — when, prior to granting pre-approval, public affairs
reguires scientists 1o anticipate the reporter’s questions and to draft their
prospective responses.

«  Monitoring — when public affairs requires an agency official 10 be present
during the media contact either in person or over the phone.

«  No “Personal Views™ Exception — when employees’ communications are
restricted though they are speaking in their privale capacity and not
abusing government Hime or resources.
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NOAA at the Turn of the Millennium

At the National Oceanic and Atmospheric .r’u.:imntglrailm (NOAA), our evidence
of media restrictions dates to 2001 and builds from there.'® In an email obtained through
FOLA, Jana Goldman, public affairs officer a1 NOAA’s Ocemnic and Atmosphernic
Rescarch (ODAR) dlmll:m. told a scientist from the Geophvsical Fluid Dynamics
Laboratory (GFDL)," “if you get any press requests for IPCC please bump them to
public affairs before you agree to an interview.” [Emphasis in original] The scientist
questioned  this requirement: “It seems cumbersome at best.  If this policy is
implemented, it will greatly cut-down on NOAA scientist interviews.”""  The IPCC
reference was to a major intermational scientific assessment report issued four days earlier
by the first Working Group of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, which
found “new and stronger evidence that most of the warming observed over the last 50
wvears is attributable to human activities.”"

In an April 2006 mterview, GFDL scientist Tom Delworth also recalled that the
problems he currently observes began in 2000, which is when he attempted to raise media
attention about a published paper he co-authored determinimg the anthropogenic nfuence
on the warming of the oceans from a comparison of empirical and model data, Ar first
there was to be a media sdvisory and press conference to highlight his findings, but it
“kept getting degraded until it was canceled.” The climate scientist contrasted this
experience under the new Bush administration with the treatment of his work on the heat
index in the late 19908, which Vice Presidemt Al Gore was actually helping 1o
publicize, " 1t is of note that the day of President George W, Bush’s February 14, 20032,
climate speech, mid-level management and PAOs were notified by arl internal email 1o
refer any media calls about the speech 1o the White House press office."”

In an April 6, 2006, interview, Dr. Kevin Trenberth, head of the Climate Analysis
Section ot the National Center for Atmospheric Research (NCAR), described another

¥ Dr. Jemry Mahlman, who retired from NOAA in 2000 after serving 16 years ss director of the
Geophysical Flusd Dynamics Lab and who recently set out 10 write a hastory of the agency, described the
years there sanee his retirement &8 the “MoCarthy-esque era” Interview with Maassaram (April 6, 2006)
regord on file with GAP, 67% and 64% of survey respondents sgreed that “today's envirormeent for federal
government climale science s [worse] compared with™ five and ten vears ago, respectively. Survey of
Federal Climnte Scientists, UCS Scientific Imegnity Program (2006) question 82
Y GFDL is a small but significamt branch of NOAA located on the Princeton Forrestal Campus i New
Jersey. Founded m 1955, GFDL has pioneered the use of world-class supercomputers fo create
ed climate forecast models.

" Email From: Stouffer, To: Goldman; Date: Jan 25, 2001, Subject: IPOC Grevnpeace NOAA Fold
response pg 43,
¥ 4Climate Change 2001 The Scientific Basis,” Working Group | of the [PCC Thind Assessment.
1% Tom Delworth, interview with Maassaroni {April 13, 2006) on file with suthor. One lab director asserted
that “The Clinton admmistration was perhaps even mone extreme i pushing the opposite viewpomt,
E g global warmmg was everywhere and was the cause of all the extremes” Interview with Masssarani
P«:ﬁm‘ 19, 2006} recard on file with GAP

Emuil From Jana Goldman, To - Knstina Katsaros, Daniel L. Albnitton Bruce Hicks, Randall M. Dole,
David J. Hofmarm, William Mefl, Aleander E. Mocdonald, Ants Leetmaa, Siephen B. Brandt., James
Kimpel, Eddie N Bernard, and Emest Hildner, Date: Februry 14, 2002, Subject: Pressdent Bush speech
GAP Augrar 8, 2006, part 3 NOAA FOIA response pg 75,
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notable incident that occurred following the December 3, 2003, publication of his article
entitled “Modern Climate Change™ in the jounal Science. The paper — co-authored by
Dr. Tom Karl, director of NOAA"s National Climatic Data Center (NCDC) - effectively
updated the current state of climate science and concluded that “modem climate change
is dominated by human influences.” NOAA had been mformed of the pending
publication, which included a disclaimer that “this article reflects the views of the authors
and does not reflect govemment policy.™® Nevertheless, media inquiries for Karl were
diverted 1o Dr. Jim Mahoney — a political appointee whe then served as Assistant
Seeretary of Commerce for Oceans and Atmosphere and NOAA Deputy Administrator,
Mahoney was quoted downplaying the significance of the peer-reviewed study, stating:
“My own view s somewhat more open-minded, and from my perspective we don’t really
understand these things as well as we might ™'’ Some media inquiries for Karl also
appeared to require high-level pre-approval. In response to an August 2005 interview
request on “intense rainfall events/intense herricanes and global warming,” a staffer for
NOAA public affairs headguarters directed its local office, “Please have [the joumnalist)
contact me by phone [redacted] or email. 1'11 run this by those who need 1o know, ™™

A June 5, 2002, FOLA document shows that a blanket pre-approval requirement
for all medin inquiries and interviews was first informally implemented at NOAA's
Atlantic Oceanographic and Meteorological Laboratory (AOML), which houses the
Hurricane Research Division (HRDLY Sent to an AOML-wide distribution list by Erica
Van Coverden of the AOML PAD, the email stated:

NOAA Public Affairs has requested that for the time being, all media inquiries
and interviews be cleared by NOAA PA (mysell and Jann) BEFORE they are
granted. This applics to any topics that may be of national interest (which covers
most of our research). ... [Emphasis in onginal)

This annowncement was followed eight days Iater by an outline clarifving the
“AOML media policy,” which now clearly allowed for routing of nsqll.u:sls..ﬁ Bath
emails came on the heels of NOAA™s May 17 release of its 2002 hummicane season

™ hatp:wwew cgel near eduicas trenberth paperskasitrenberthSca pdf
'* David Perlman, “Climate Change Laid to Humans, Report Wams there is “Bo Dowbt” Industry is Primary
Cause,” San Francisco Chromicle (December 4, 2003). Dy, Konrad S1effen - director of the Cooperstive
Institute for Resesrch in Environmental Sciences (CIRES), which 15 pastially funded by NOAA, - recounted
a samilar meident in October 2004 when Dr. Mahoney told him and another colleague invalved with the
Arctic Climate Impact Assessment Report over n conference call to forward all medes inguiries abowt the
report to ham.  Konmd Stelfen, communscation with Manssaran (August 26, 2006) record on file with
GAF.  Juliet Bilperin reported that Mshoney ~“had ‘no recollection” of the conversation™ “Climate
Researchers Feeling Heat from White House,” Washington Post (Apnl 6, 2006)
* Email From: John Lesbie, To: Labosde, Date: Aug 22 2005, Subject: interview request Thacker
complete FOIA response pg. 82, Email From: Leshe, To: Karl, Laborde, Dute: Aug. 25, 2005, Subject
Lmhmdl Channel Request for Tom Earl Thacker complete NOAA FOLS responze pe. 83,

Email From Erica Van Coverden, To: All AOML Staff, Date: June 5, 2002, Subject: Medan requests
must be cleaned by NOAA PA GAP July 31, 2006, NOA4 FOLA response pg. 22,
# Emnil From Erien Van Coverden; Date: Jun 13, 2002; Subject: Media Policy - updnte and details G.4P
July 31, 2006 NOAA Forld response pg. -2
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outlook, which predicted “above-nommal levels of storm activity.” ' Since 199%, a
number of scholarly articles including a 2001 IPCC Technical Summary had begun to
explore the tentative links between global warming and humcanes, suggesting that
human influences may supplement the currently-observed multi-decadal upswing in
evelonie a°u:1i'n.*il:.-.H

The development of an official NOAA-wide media policy seems to have been in
progress at this time, in tandem with a general centralization of public affairs functions at
Washington hcu:h‘]uurlers.ﬂ In an email from Jana Geldman dated December 23, 2003,
Jordan St John, director of the Office of Public, Constituent and Intergovernmental
Affairs (OPCIA), which serves as headquarters for the regional PAOs, set forth the first
outlines of such a policy.”™ From the FOIA record, however, the distribution of this
directive seems once again limited to AOML. A later email from Mahoney to NOAA
upper management with the subject line “Re: [Fwd: FY'T re: NY Times call]” urges press
induiries be referred to the PAO and that PAO representatives listen in on conversalions
with re,pmm.:' This is followed by a May 5, 2005, email from the Assistant
Administrator of OAR, Dr. Richard Rosen, 1o OAR senior management, stating, “The
Ocean Commission report and other activities are penerating increased media interest in
NOAA. Please remember that NOAA Public Affairs is responsible for coordinating
media requests, so refer all inguiries from any news media to our public affairs
oflicer...”™  The document referred to by Rosen was a strongly-worded preliminary
report released on April 20, 2004, by the congressionally-mandated 1.5, Commission on
Ocean Policy that recommended extensive policy reform, increased environmental
regulation, ratification of the UN Convention on the Law of the Seas, heightened
investment, and a trust fund drawn from the revenue of oil and gas leases 1o meet the
challenges of maintaining healthy ocean ecosystems, ™

NOAA’s 2004 Media Policy

Cm June 18, 2004, under the signature of the Under Secretary of Commerce for
Oceans and Atmosphere and NOAA  Admimistrator, Vice Admiral Conrad C.
Lautenbacher, Jr.. U5, Navy (Retired), NOAA released an official written media policy
that incorporated language directly from 51, John's directive and codified a number of the

A AOML Mewsletier avatiable af

hatpe T2 14, 2061 0search Tq=cache: SZMFnVCMEY Fwww aom Lncsa, govikeynotes FOF -Files hay-
Junid pdi+pombjune+ 2002 newsLhl=engl-usfct=chnk &cd=3&client=firefox-a (last visited on March
23, 2007)

H See hitp:/www usgerp gov/usgerplinkshurrscanes him (last visited on March 23, 2007)

* Anonymous NOAA, director, interview with Masssarni (hune 1, 2006) record o file with GAP

* Emnil Fram: Erica Vian Coverden; Date: Dec 29, 2003, Subject: NOAA med policy GAF July 31, 2006,
Neddd FOld response pg. 28-20

" Emmil From: James R Mahoney, To: Chester Koblinsky, Dmte: April 23, 2004; Subject: [Fwd: FYI
Subgect: MY Times call] record on file with GAP.

* From: Rick Rosen, To: OAR Senior Management Staff Mationwide; Date: hay 3, 2004; Subject: Medin
Inpuiries record on file with GAFP.

bt www oceancommission gov/documents/prelimreport'welcome htm| (lnst updated December 19,
2004), The Commissmon expired on December 19, 2004, Few if any of ns recommendations were acted
upan
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isolated practices described above. * In particular, the policy addresses media and public
interactions under Section 3 of the administrative order, requinng news conferences,
media contacts, and scientific papers 1o be referred to the servicing PAO. NOAA
employees are further obliged to notify the PAO before responding to news media
inguiries whenever they are of national news interest, concern regulatory or controversial
matters, or have policy implications. Al Finally, Section 4 asks emplovees to “limit
discussions o matters for which vou are responsible and of which vou have direct
knowledge.™ il Employees are further told that whenever “speaking to a reporier you
represent and speak for the entire agency,” thereby preempting the “personal views”
empljnn.” Some form of pre-approval, infake, and routing restrictions are tacitly
invoked by Section 2.02; “OPCIA iz responsible for coordinating and approving media
communications involving NOAA, including advisories, interviews, and other related
media comtacts,” And then more explicitly in Section 3.03: “Any proposed participation
or inclusion in media presentations, .. by individuals resulting from their duties as NOAA
employees must be referred by those individuals to and cleared by OPCLA beforchand.”
Section 2 also makes clear that “the clearance of releasable information is the ultimate
responsibility of the Secretary of Commerce and hisher designated Public Affairs
Director.”

Prior to the issuance of an agency-wide media policy, each research lab had s
own established practices. According to Dr. Pieter Tans, chief scientists at NOAA's
Gilobal Monitoring Division (GMID) (then called the Climate Monitoring and Diagnostics
Laboratory), a scientist used to be able to make a media appointment, notify the PAO,

® A DOC ndministrative order, DAC 2192, that has been in effect sance 1980 “1o ensure sccuracy and
timeliness of the Department’s policies and views”™ requires PAOQ clearance for any news releases,
speeches, press conferences, and publications, however, it i Emited in application to all operating urts in
and around Washington, [iC. “Each operating unit is expected (o assuse that its feld offices eoordinate
their activities 80 as 1o meet the general intent and purpose of this regulation.™

" An example of what may be deemed an innpproprinte policy statement for @ NOAA scientist is
“persusting ebected officinls o move from accepting the science to cunmling emissions remuns & much
bigger challenge™ FEmail From: Stouffer, To: Stouffer [and Andrew Revkin], Date: Sept 13, 2004,
Subject Question Greenpeace select hurricane Nod4 FOA response pp. 8-10

2 The policy thus preempts scientists from speaking on policy issues that may be mherently implicated by
their research, as well as on fmdings from other scientific fields that may bear significantly on their own
work

1 Neither does the “personal views™ exceplion seem to have musch traction in practice. In an email to a
GFDL scientist antscipating a pelitical discussion a1 an upcoming conference on science and the media, a
pubdic affairs officer explams,

I always maintnin that the science s strong enough 1o speak for itself — #'s just when people start
giving personal opinions - which | know you do not in such settings -  heanburn s feh
throughout the higher ups.

Yieu are not one of the scientists | wormy about - bebieve me, [ would have advised strongly agmnst

you doing the Lamont event of | had any concem that you would not conduct yoursell m a
prefessional manner or poorly represent NOAA,

Email from: Ronakd Stouffer; To: Jana Goldman, Date: April 22, 2005, Subject: Question GAF Angust 9,
2006, part 3 NOAA FOLA response pg 267-68,
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which would help out with the arrangements, and then report back afterwards. ™ GFDL
sclentists recalled a similar standing policv.™ OAR press officer Jana Goldman, whe
oversces the research labs, also operated by “notification and recap.™™

Initially, the 2004 media protocaols did not appear 1o be seriously implemented as
a general policy.  FOIA records show that they were informally re-phrased 10 more
clearly require pre-approval and routing at AOML in an email distributed 1o lab
emplovees at the start of the 2005 hurricane season.” One month later, Erica Rule of the
hﬂh{_‘[; PAC again reiterated stricter measures 1o its HRED stafl in an email dated July 27,
2005:

A study on hurricanes and global warming by [Eerrv Emanuel] will be released in
Mature this Sunday. As this topic might generate media inquiries — consider this
e-mail a reminder that ALL media requests are to be directed to WOAA Public
Affairs.... |[Emphasis in original]

The FOLA record shows that this announcement was preceded by a July 26, 2005
Associared Press media request for comments on Emanuel’s by Tom Knuson - a NOAA
researcher whose climate modeling supported a link between increased hurricane
intensity and climate change. Knutson asked OPCLA for permission 1o respond, noting
that the “paper has the potential to generate a lot of press interest... ™ On July 27, Erica
Rule notified Dr. Chris Landsca of NOAA that media mequiries on the subject would be
routed to him and that he had blanket pre-approval. Both Knutson and Landsea were
familiar with the Emanuel study, having read an advanee copy of the manuseript.”’ The
seeming differcnce — as made clear in his email early that moming — was that Landsea
expressed “strong concerns abowt [his] methodology,”™ and thus about the conclusion that
climate change has an intensifying effect on cyelonic sctivity.”  On that same day,
though out of the office, Landsea appearced to take the AP interview, " By August 1,
FOIA emails show, Landsea had participated in four such “routine, bul sensitive”
interviews, including an interview with U754 Taday granted on July 299

* Picber Tams, mterview with Massssrani (March 9, 2006) recore on file wish GAP.

* Anomymous public affairs official, interview with Muassirni (date withheld) necord on file with GAP

* Email From: Goldman; To; Dikon, Date: Nov. 6, 2003, Subject: Forthcoming Science paper Greempeace
select hurricane NOAA FOIA response pg. 13334,

¥ Email From: Erica Rule, June 27, 05, Subject: AOML medin policy update GAP July 21, 2004, Mobid
FOUA response pg. 35346

* Emnil From: Ericn Rule, July 27, 05, Subject: possible medin attention Subject: [redacted] paper GAP
July 51 2006, NOAA FOIA response pg. 57,

* Emuil From- Eric Rube; Dute: July 27, 2005, Subject: HRD medm response 10 [redacted] paper 4P
July 31, 2008 NOAA FOIA resposse pg. (-0

* In fuct, Knutson wus arguably more familms, having had the oppartunity o dncuss the paper with
Enmsaruel & month pricr. Email Froe: Knutson, To: Laborde; Date: July 26, 2005, Subject: AF news story
an [redscted] paper Thoacker complete NOAA FOUA respanse py. 5657

“ Emnil From: Knson;, Too Laborde, Date: July 26, 2005, Subject AP news story on [redacted] paper
Thacker camplefe NOAA FOIA response pg. 3637

“ Email From: Landses; To: Laborde, Date: July 27, 2005, Subject: [redacted] interview Thacker complete
NOAA FONA response pg. 58

* Daily Medin Tracking, Date: Aug. 1, 2005 Thacker complene FoHA response pg. 197, Email From: Kent
Labarde, To: Tribble, Trin), Smullen, West, Sprague, and Lepore, Dute: July 38, 2005, Subject: 1I5A
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Elsewhere, the media policy simply went unenforced or selectively enforced. At
GMD, Tans did not recall being made aware of the media policy until his director
referred him to a NOAA web page containing the policy in January 2006, At GFDL. the
new media policy was emailed around in the summer of 2004, but the unwritten policy of
“potification and recap™ largely remained in effect - except when dealing with “hot
button”™ issues or particular scientists — according to laboratory scientists and stait.” For
example, one leading NOAA climate modeler recalls that after his name appeared in The
New York Times, he was personally contacted and told he would need approval — though
it was not clear by whom,™ The FOIA record shows that interviews on global warmin
and sea level rise were subject to clearance, anticipated Q&As, and menitoring,
Echoing the anonvmous sentiments of other scientists in our investigation, the
::Inlnpn'_??m scientist cited above did not feel “he [had] the stature 1o ignore the media

iy,

Tom Enutson also gained considerable media anention for his modeling of
hurricanes and climate change, which the Jouwrnal of Climare published in September
2004.%  FOIA records show him contacting Jana Goldman for approval of a media
request from Dave Brown of the Washington Post on September 2, 2004,  Goldman
responded, asking whist “might vou say about the relationship [between hurricanes and
climate change]?"  Knutson describes how, in another incident soon thereafier, the
PAO required a public affairs officer to listen in on an interview he was to give The New
Yeork Times science reporter Andrew Revkin,™ Upon leaming of this condition, Revkin

Today Interview AP Augnnt & 2006, part 2 NOAA FOIA response pg. 310 See also Emnil From
Landsea, To: Enca Rule, Goldman, Laborde, Subject media contacts on [redacied] article Thacker
camplete FOLA nesponse pg. G0-61,
Y Tom Knutson, interview with Maossamni (April 13, 2006) record om file with GAF,  Anormymous
schentest, interview with Manssarani (Apnl 6, 2006), record on file with GAP, Email From: Knutson To
Jama Goldman, Date Sept 2, 200d; Subject: press contact GAF Awguer 2 2006 parr 3§ NOAA Fold
rexpanse wscanned docs pg 27-28,
* Anonymous scientist, interview with Magssamni (April 13, 2006) record on file with GAF,
* Email From: Stouffer; To: Goldmaon, Date: April 16, 2004; Subject: Mat geo interview Groenpeace sefect
hurricans NOAA FOIA response pg. 34-37, Emml From: Stoufler, To: Goldman; Date: Apal 23, 2004,
Subject: another interview Cireenpeace select huricane NOAA FOIA response pe. 47-51. In one instance,
MOAA pequired clearance for a GFDL researcher to be placed on a web-posted list of “resource people™
that could respond to questions about the film, “The Day After Tomorrow.” Email From: Stouffer, To
Goldman, Date: April 23, 2004, Subject: another interview Grempeace select Iurricame NOAA FOIA
respanse pg. 47-31. At MASA Goddard Space Fleaht Center, a top press officer sent oul 8 message saying
that *'Ma one from NASA is to do inerviews or otherwise comment on anyihing having to do with” the
film... *Any news media wanting to discuss science fiction vs. science fact about climate change will need
te seek comment from individuals or onganizations not assocaated with NASA ™™ Andrew Revkm, “NASA
Curbs Commients an [ee Age Disaster Movie,”™ The New York Trores (April 25, 2004).
T Anonvmous scientist, imerview with Masssarn (April 13, 2006) record on file with G4P,
** Tom Knuntson, interview with Maassarani (April 13, 2006) record on file with GAP.
http:/www, gfidl noas, gov/reference bibliography 2004 k0401 podf {Best visted on March 23, 2007)
® Email From: Knutson, To: Goldman, Date: Sept 2, 2004; Subject: press contact GAF Augnss 8 2006,
em-r 3 NOAA FOIA response unseanned docs pg 27.28,

See also Emnil From: Goldman, To: Knutson, Date: Sept 22, 2004, Subgect: MY Times Greenpeace
select lurrricane NOAA FOlA response pg. 68 Interviews with Knutson were heavily monitored at this
time, including an ABC interview for which Laborde planmned on traveling up to Princeton from DC. From:
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dropped the interview and instead contacted Robert Tuleya, a 2002 GFDL retiree with
whom Knutson had co-authored the Jowrnal of Clinare article. In a personal interview,
Ms. Goldman has confirmed that certain controversial topics have received selective
tremtment.”  More specifically, the NOAA PAO’s Daily Media Tracking logs label
“sensitive” such topics as “humicancs and climate change,” “percentage of CO: in
greenhouse  effect,” “sea level rise,” “global surface ond samellite temperature
measurements,” “unusually warm lake temperatures,” “amount of 55 [slr.'] 5p-unl on
climate change,” "[[\mlEmmunlp:pﬁ." “climate change,” and “aretic info.™

The Media Storm

It was not until late 2005, in the wake of the Hurnicane Katrina disaster and the
subsequent media frenzy on humicanes and global warming, that the official media policy
was widely publicized to agency scientists,™  An October 4, 2005, email from Dr.
Richard Spinrad, assistant administrator of OAR, o senior-level staff, states: “several
incidents in the last few davs have served as indications that we need to provide our folks
with an important reminder regarding our dealings with the press. Please make sure vour
folks have reviewed the subject policy.... It"s shont and it’s clear. A quick review can
save lots of problems downstream.™"  Attached to the email string, and presumably one
of the “incidents™ referned to by Spinrad, is an earlier email linking 1o an article that was
posted on RawSiory,.com that day.

In the article, Larisa Alexandrowvna published the following leaked email memo
from the regional ?uhllc affairs director for NOAA's National Weather Service (N\WS) 1o
agency scientists.”  The authenticity of the email was confirmed by NWS Director,

Berman:. To: Knutson, Date: Sept. 30, 2004, Subject: we're onl Greempeace select urricane Noid FOL4
respontse pi. 71-72, Emuil From: Laborde, To: Knutson, Date: Sept. 30, 2004, Subject: New Scientist
mngazine Grednpeace select urricane NOAA FOIA response p. 69, Email From: Goldman; To: Knutson,
Diate: Sept. 22, 2004, Subgect: NY Times Greenpeace select lurricane NOAA FOIA response pg. 68
" Jana Goldman, mterview with Masssarani (October 7, 2006) record on file with GAP, Consider the
following incident from the FOLA record: Goldman asks her superior, Kent Laborde, if there are “amy
problems with” an interview request for Tom Delworth on o pending paper whose findings are consistent
with Delworth's earlier published findings of an anthropegenic forcing companent to the warming of the
world's oceans. Laborde responds that be has gotien the go-ahead from the OPCIA director - “Tom is
alrendy on the recard for his opinion on this [and wle’ne sfe with anthropogensc forcing s a component”
and that he will also notify MOAA upper management Email From: Labonde, To: Goldman, Date: Feb l&
2005; Subject: Request from [redacted] Thacker complete NOAA FOIA response pg, 9
" Dily Medin Trackeng log Thacker complete NOWA FOI response py. [70-211. Hote that the huricane
and climate change topic is generally not conaidered “sensitive”™ when handled by Chris Landsea, a MOAA
scientist who, 85 discussed below, denies a linkage between the two,
™ In essence, on old unpracticed policy became the new operntional policy. As Laborde st PAD HOQ
responded on October |8, 2005, when asked why DOC had not been informed of a pending interview,
“This was done several months sgo. We will [now] follow the new procedures™ Email From: Fuqua; To:
Labarde, Date. Oct. 19. 2005, Subgect: on Lehrer request... kent lnbored will [redacted ] Thocker complete
NOAA FOIA response pg. 121
* Email From: Rick Spanrad; Date: Oct, 4, 2005; Subject: NOAA Medin Policy Greempeace NOAA FOIA
o)
# Larisa i Alexandrovna, "Commerce Department tells Matioral Westher Service medin contacts must be
pre-approved,” The Raw Story (October 4, 2005).
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Brigadier General David 1. Johnson, at an October 7, 2005, 1.5, House Committee on
Science hearing on huwrricane prediction and seasonal :m;tti'ril}'."‘s

From "Jim Teet™ [redacted]@noaa.gov

Date Thu, 29 Sep 2005 12:04:34 -0600

To NWS WR WFO MICs wrowlomicsi@nona gov, NWS WR WCMs
WIWCTSE 02, gov

Subject DOC Interview Policy

Good Day All:

I have been informed that any request for an interview with a national media
outletreporter must now receive prior approval by DOC. Please ensure evervone
on your stafl is aware of this requirement.

Any request for an interview requires the following information 1o be forwarded
1o me immediately, so this process may begin:

The name of the reporter and their affilistion; Their deadline and contact phone
numiber, Name of individual being requested for the interview and purpose of the
interview; Additional background about the interview subject, and expertise of
requested imerviewee on this subject,

The request will be forwarded through NWESNOAA 10 DOC; however, the
individual to be interviewed ultimately will be determined by DOC.

If any requests for an update concerning the interview are received from the
media, refer the individual to me for a response via my cell phone: [redacted)-
3516,

Thanks, Jim Teet

With unambiguous blanket pre-approval and routing authority granted all the way
up the chain to the Department of Commerce (IDOC), this directive betrays a sharmp
departure from any prior policies and practices studied in owr investigations. The NW5
staff’ contacted by Raw Story “expressed surprise” and suspicion about this newest
development. especially as they were unaware of the 2004 policy 1o begin with.”
According to one 13-year employvee in the article, *“There has never been a blanket policy
of needing approval before granting an mterview with a national media outler.”
Furthermore, another anonymous contact indicated that media decisions had always been
made ® the local level, Nevertheless, the article quotes OPCIA Director Jordan St John
saving, ““the policy has been in existence all along,” adding that he rewrote it in June
2004 with  C‘several others,” including lawvers and Commerce Department
p-.:licynukers."’“

* “Science Democrats Recognize NWS for Husricane Forecasting Work,” Press Relense (October 7, 2005)
GAF May 30 N8 NOAA FOIA response pg 24-25, A similar deective was disseminated 1o GFDIL and
AOML PAD. Email From: Goldman, To: Erica Rule, Brian Oross, Dabe: Sept. 13, 2005, Subject: Katrina
media inquines Grasnpeact select vicans NOAA FOIA responss pg. 126-27,
™ Larisa Alexandrovna, “Commerce Depanment 1eils National Weather Scrvice medm contacts must be
E‘ewvrod." The Raw Story (October 4, J05)

il
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This sudden post-Katrina re-interpretation of the 2004 media policy was not
confined to NWS.™ On October 5, 2005, Dr. Robert Atlas, Director of AOML, sent a
laboratory-wide order o review the NOAA media ]:htnnh'u:j.-'.""':| In the email, Atlas goes on
to state that “one important change from the curremt AOML policy is that Commerce
Public AfTairs has asked to be made aware of all media interview requests — especially
those pertaining to Katrina and Eita.” In response, one HRD scientist, Dr. Stanley
Goldenberg, writes Jana Goldman and Erica Rule asking for clarification on how to
follow the policy and stating “the real question is — and one that we would appreciate
DO or OAR, ete. being more up front about — what prompted this email in the first
place?""' A few davs prior to the November 29, 2005, press conference where NOAA
amnounced the end of the busiest hurmicane season on record, Goldman advised
Goldenberg that the QAR PAO “was putting a hold on media interviews abowt hurricanes
until 11;15 EST."%

MNor was the “re-interpretation” hmited 1o DOC review. In an email dted June
13, 2005, OPCIA officer Kent Laborde tells GFDL senior scientist Venkatachalam
Ramaswamy and senior level PAO stafl:

CEC) and OSTP have given the green light for the interview with Ram.  They had
me call Juliet| Eilperin, the reporter who requested the interview] 1o find out more
specifics. She will be asking the following:

*what research are vou doing with climate change

*what research has been encouraged or discouraged by the administration

*what interaction has e had with the administration

*does he have free reign to conduct the research her [sic] wants to do

1told Juliette [sic] that he feels comfortable to comment only on science and does
not wanl to loose [sic] his scientific objectivity by addressing policy potitical [sic]
questions.  She said since he 8 nol a policy maker, she wouldn™t ask policy
questions.

Michele |5t Martin of CEQY] wants me to monitor the call and report hack 1o her
when it"s done. ..

Note that press conferences also required DOC and CEQ approval.™  Earlier that
day, responding to an email from Julict Eilperin asking whether he “would be willing 1o
speak about 1o [si¢] the extent that you're allowed 1o pursue the kind of climate research
vou wanl,” Ramaswamy had responded “veah sure,” but directed her to armange it with

* Anonymous leb director, communications with Masssarani (October 19, 2006) record on file with GAF.
* Emuil From: Fobert Atlns, Jana Goldman, Date: Oct 5, 2005, Subject: NOAA medin palicy: please read
5 5000 39 possible GAP July 31, 2006, NOAA FOIA response pg. 35840,

Thid
= Email From; Jana Goldman, Date; Nov 28, 2005, Subject: media requests GAP July 31, 2006, NobiA
FOlA response pg. 41.
“ Email From Tribble, To: Laborde, Date: Oct 26, 2005, Subject: medin at the workshop Thacker
complete NOAA FOIA response pg. 140-4]1
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Goldman™ OF course, many medin requests were registered directly with the PAC and
could be denied without the burden of having 1o explain the decision to any panticular
scientist. Consider this response from OPCLA Director 8t John 1o a general PAD media
request; 1 talked to producer [sic]. They are setting this up 1o a debate on whether there
is global warming. 1 told John to call her back and say thanks, but not [sic] thanks, ™
According to another email, climate change-related questions posed to the Climate
Prediction Center generally were first to be handed to senior political administrators
Mahoney or Ahsha Tribble,*

In early January of 2006, OPCLA issued implementation protocols for the 2004
media policy, as well as an interview request template, a media contagt reporting form,
and a NOAATOC press release review process fow sheet, which were disseminated by
Spintad to all OAR laboratory directors®™  The implementation protocols explicitly
require gu-nppmval for press releases, anticipated Q&As, and routing for media
requests,

What is the stated intent of these inereasingly restrictive policies? In presenting
the media policy, Atlas explains, “the end goal here 15 to ensure we get the highest degree
of visibility for our work, while still mantain [sic] a positive image of NOAA as an
m‘gmizntion.”“ Jana Goldman stated, however, that she could not remember one

* From: Kent Laborde, To: Ahsha Tribble, Jann Goldman, Jordan St John, V. Ramaswamy, Dute: June 13,
20045, Subject GFDL Washington Post GAP Augusr 9 2006 part 3 NOAA FOIA response pg 278, Email
From: Ramaswamy, To: Juliet Elpenin, Dute: June 13, 2005, Subject: | deleted your re-mail by mistake-
what the name amd contact mfio for the MOAA press person’ GAP Angust 9, 2006, part 3 NOWA Fol4
response pg. 278280 Goldman then forwarded the email io Kent Laborde at PAD headguarters, who
discussed it with OPCLA Director 5t John and contacted Michebe St Mamtin st CEQ), recommending they
allow the mierview 1o proceed “mnce [Ramaswamy] wlready knows his boundarnes™  Email
From:Ramaswamy, To: [redacted], Date: June 11, 200%; Subject: I'm the [redacted] national environmental
reporier Thacker compiete NOAA FOIA response pg. 30-41 As reported by Faul Thacker in Safon, “when
MNOAA press officer Laborde was contacted to discuss the e-mails, he demsed that interviews were subject
to approval from White House officials. Confronted with his own e-mails, however, he smd, *If vou already
knew the answer, why did you ask the question™ " “Bush’s Chimate-Controlled White House™ (August 9,

2006}
* Email From: St John, To: Smullen, Date: Dec. 19, 2005; Subject: Media Interview Request Subject
Global Warming Thacker complete NOAA FOIA response pg. 166 See also Daily Media Tracking
Thacker complete NOAA FOIA response pg. 200 Requests: “seeks scientist to discuss global warming in
E:m:iandgw and hurmncanes specifically.” Action taken: “Goldman will hikely declne ™
Email From: Carmeyia Gilhis, Te: Laborde, Goldman, Leshe, Date: Nov. 2, 2005, Subject: Climate Crar
Thacker complete NOAA FOIA response pg. 216,
" Email From: Richard Spinead, Dute: Jan 9, 2006, Subject: NOAA Medin Policy and Implementation
Frotocols GAP July 31, 2006, NOAA FOIA response pg. 42,
* e, e.p., Email From: Goldman, To: [redacted), Dute: Mov. 28, 2005, Subject: Stankey Goldenberg on
Lrﬂhcl:d] Connected [redacted] 2:30p to 12:40p ET Thacker complete NOAA FOIA response pg. 158
Email From: Robert AtlasJana Goldman, Dated: October 5, 2005, Subject: NOAA medin policy: please
read as soon & poasible GAP July 31, 2008 NOAA FOIA response pg. 38-40. Interestingly, a January 5,
2006, media request from the BBC on chimate modelmg demonstrates that clearance has also been required
for merviews that are merely “on background” ie., not for the purpose of attribution, rather for the
reporiers background understainding.  The public affairs officer at GFDL responds, “Thanks Keith, [ sill
have 1o forward these requesis to MOAA for clearance” Emml From: Mara Setrer, Too Keith Dixon,
Date: Jan. 5. 2004 Subject: BEC Science Special / Climate Modeling GAF August & 2006, part 3 NAA
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instance in her seven vears al the OAR PAO where an OAR researcher had said
something 1o tamish the agency’s image.” A slideshow prepared for training GFDL
scientists on how to interact with the media explains that PAQ participation can help
scientists feel more comforniable talking to the media, provide factual background
information, educate the public, and avoid surprises for all those involved”  Indeed,
scientists have acknowledged their own shorcomings as medis-smvvy  personalities
(something echoed by jourmalists) and voiced their appreciation for assistance in more
effective media communication. ~  In a small number of cases, scientists recalled PAO
intervention as having helped correct misquotes or provided other important follow-up to
the media. Similarly, scientists have acknowledged the government’s legitimate right to
oversee its own internal affairs and “speak with one voice” when it comes 1o
policymaking, ™

Mevertheless, these same scientists have also expressed dissatisfaction with these
policies and practices, as well as, concerns about their effects.  Interviews conducted in
April 2006 with leading scientists and local press officers at GMD and GFDL revealed
that climate scientists with national media attention — typically, those researching some
aspect of anthropogenic climate change - had experienced a marked reduction in their
media mmmi:alium."_ At the same tme, some joumnalists have encountersd
complementary problems.”  Mahlman claims that when he visited NOAA’s David
Skaggs lab on March 3, 2006, he was “mobbed” by scientists that wanted to discuss the
“censorship,””" Furthermore, scientists and certain public affairs officers alike see these
problems reflecting poorly on the credibility of their rescarch, Fimallv, our sources
have found the imerpretation and implementation of the media policy’s pre-approval,

FOIA response pg 555-56, Email From: Keith Dixon. To: Mars Setzer, Date: Jan 13, 2006, Subject
Potential BBC television comtact GAP Awgust 8 2006, part 3 MO FOLA response pg 575,
™ Jurn Goldman, interview with Manssaran) (October 7, 2006) recovd on file with GAP.
™ PowerPoint lides for medin training presented by Fana Goldman (Apeil 5-6, 2006) GAP dugust % 2006,
NOAA FOTA undated response pg 2.
™ Ananymous scientzst, interview with Muassarani (April 13, 2006) recard on file with GAF, Anonymous
WOAA director, mierview with Maassarani (hune 1, 2006) record om file with G4P, Sud Perkins,
communications with Maassarani (October 5, 2006) record on file with GAF.
™ Eg., smonymous scienlisl, interview with Masssarani (April 13, 2006) record om file with GAP,
Anonymous MOAA director, mierview with Massworang (June 1, 2006) record on file with GAP.
Monetheless, scientists agree “speaking with one voice™ should not be a euphemism for restricting scientific
debate.
™ Ananymous scientis, inferview with Musssarum (Apnl 13, 2006) record an file with GAF, Preter Tans,
mterview with Maassarani (March 9, 2006) record an file with GAF, Anonymous NOAA director,
mierview with Masssamnmi (June 1, 2006) recond on file with GAP. 19% and 3@ of UCS survey
respondents, respectively, expenienced “[njew or umesual administrative requirements or procedures that
mmpair chmate-related work.™  Survey of Federal Climate Scientzsts, UCS Scentific Integrity Program
E’MJ questsan # 18

Eg., 8id Perkins, communications with Maassarani (October 5, 2006) record on file with GAP,
:J:ﬂ.’}' Mahlman, mierview with Maassarani (Apel 6, 2006) mecord on file with GAF,

Ibad, Juna Goldman, mterview with Maasssaran (October 7, 2006) record on file with GAP,
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routing. monitoring, and mticipated Q& A requirements 1o be characterized by secrecy
and uncertainty, instead of adding clarity. ™

Meither support for scientists, nor unity in policy positions, seems 10 justifv the
involvement of the DOC and White House in purely scientific communications. The
unstated role of these officials and their aptitude in handling scientific information are
illustrated by the following exchange from the FOLA record between OPCIA Depaty
?r&zcto; §Em Smullen and 28-vear old DOC press officer Catherme Trinh on Seplember

(0, 2005:

[Smullen:] Ellsworth Dutton, NOAA project manager for Solar and TR
Measurements al NOAA s Climate Monitoring and Diagnostics Laboratory
{CMDL), called saving he'd been called by a reporter whe requested an
interview... to get his opinion of two papers on global dimming. .. a term used to
describe the decrease in the amount of radiation reaching the Earth due 1o
particulates in the atmosphere. ... Ellsworth has media experience and is
accustomed to dealing with reporters on this subject.

[Trinh:] Do we usually have our scientists comment on third party studies, and do
your see an advantage in having him comment on these papers?

[Smullen:] Sometimes, yes. Our scientists are frequently seen as the unbiased
voace of reason. CMDL 15 the largest climate monitoring network in the world. ..
and he’s seen as the guru in this regard. [t will help establish that NOAA is a
leader i the field. ...

[Trinh:] Does global dimming have anything 1o do with ¢limate change and/or
decrease in the orone?

[Smwallen:] 1t"s a factor in global warming, but its [sic] counters the warming
aspect. Selar radiance is a small contributing factor in overall climate change... a
small player, so to speak.  And no.. not related to ozone.

™ Anomymous public affairs official, interview with Masssarani necond on file wigh G4P, Jann Goldman,
interview with Masssarn (October 7, 2006) record on file with GAF.  In response to a lelter nasessing
schentista” imlerest inn media training. one GFDIL scsentist responded,

I goess | am not very imteresied ina class that teaches one how o internct with the media. 1 would
be interested m one tha grves rules and gudelings for medin mieractions. [ séem 1o find myself
many situntions where the current rules {as | understand them) do not apply well. . for example,
when [ am at an [POC meeting and | am asked 1o participate m a local media event. It is very hard
o gel prior approval because of the ume zone problems and the very shon deadlines. . one
example of many,”

Email From: Ronald Stouffer, Too Mana Setzer, Date: March 2, 2006, Subject: Medin Tmining GAF
Augurs %, 2008, part 3 NOAA FOIA resporre pg 697,

™ Email From: Trinh. To: Smulben, Date: Sept. 20, 2005, chearance #7 - global dimming papers - science
for Duaton - 10 Thacker Complete NOAA FOLA response pg 102404,
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[Trinh:] So if global dimming is occurring, then global warming probably isn't?

[Smullen:] Mo, the atmosphere is so complex. that they are both ocourring. But
they re really separate issues. ... [Smullen provides another detailed explanation|]

[Trinh:] OK. So, how sbout this. ... Is it safe 1o say that a discussion about global
dimming does ensily lend itself 1o a dizcussion abowt global warming?....

[Snullen:] Mot in this case. We doulst if the larger issue of global warming will
come up. Kemember, this is a focused science journal that is looking to pick apart
the methodology the authors used to decipher their angles about dimming. Dutton
is an unbiased expert plaving peer review, so 1o speak.

[Trinh:] ©%. Thanks for walking me through all of this. | think this is fine. Please
o ahed,

It should be noted that the absolute number of scientists revealed by our
investigations or the UCS survey to have directly experienced interference or onerous
delays with media communications is not great. One lab director observed, “probably the
great majority of interviews have been granted ™ Yet, as Mahlman has noted:

NOAA emplovs roughly 1,200 people, the large majority of which have litthe or
nothing to do with climate, or climate change. 1 think it is fair to say that there are
about 120 people who are connected with the climate problem in some form or
another.... Of that roughly 120 people, | would estimate that about, say, 20 of
them are the ones who are actively submitting climate-warming relevam scientific
papers to prestigious scientific journals._*

Notwithstanding who actually experiences it, a widespread perception of interference can
resull from even a few “sensitive” meidents, increasingly restrictive and inconsistent
media policies and practices, and a lack of pro-active support on the part of agency
leadership. =

*= Anonymous lab director, communscations with Masssarani (October 19, 2006) recard on file with GAF.,
" Similarly, the UCS susvey Found a:

pattern of higher reported levels of imerference from scientisis workng on comtroversial lopics
[for whoen] the mte of political imerference [rose] to more than 50 percent. For example, 46
pereent of all respondents, but 39 percent of scientists who always or frequently work on sersitive
or controversml imsues, percewed or expennenced pressure 1o elmminale the words “chmate
change,” “global warming.” or other semilar terma from a variely of communications. Survey of
Federal Climate Scientists

Timathy Donsghy. et al “Atmosphere of Pressure,” joint UCS-GAP report (February 2007)
In the Traverse City Record-Eagle, Sheri McWhirter wrote of a retired NOAA hydrologist

“I"'m with the magonity of scientists who believe climate change & o manmade cause and effect,”
Frank Quinm said
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Tom Knutson

On Apnl 10, 2006, Tom Knutson — a GFDL research meteorologist and climate
modeling expert working with hurmicane specialists to investigate the link between
climate change and cyclonic activity — told us that generally around one-fifth of his 60-7(
annual media requests “fall through the cracks™ due to the delay and added lines of
communication, and that these are offen with the major national media outlets.™
Knutson describes the climate change'hurricans link as a “fast-moving, hot” topic. In
September 2004, he published a paper in the Jonrmal of Climate that was picked up by
The New York Times and coincided with the Florida hurricane season. It was around this
time that this area of science and his research in particular gained media attention.
Knutson s models suggest that a small anthropogenic contribution to hurricane activity is
already at |:hi1.=."°l

L'pon returning from tnip out of town, a week after the July 31, 20035, publication
of Kerry Emanuel’s controversial study on increased hurricane activity, Knutzon recalled
receiving a voicemail from Kent Laborde at OPCIA asking whether he would be
interested in n‘pp:ariﬁ on Ronald Reagan Jr.'s MENBC 1alk show to discuss hurricanes
and climate change.™ Shorily thereafter, he received a voicemail from the producer’s
stafT inquiring the same. As it was the weckend, Knutson responded directly 1o the show
stafTer 1o confirm his appearance and request they contact the PAO on Monday moming.
That Monday, Laborde left a voicemail apologizing for the confusion and notifving
Knutson that the “White House said no™ to the appearance. Knutson then received a
second voicemail in which Laborde notified him that he had already called the show and
offered as an excuse that Enson was too tired for the interview after his trip.

In early October 2005, joumalist Brian O Malley contacted Knutson in regard to
an op-ed piece for The New York Times.®™ Kmutson checked with Jana Goldman, who
relayed an email to OPCIA director 31, John, which she concluded with, “Knutson and |
are concermned that Knutson's science may be used to advance a policy position.™ 8t

That's an opandon he can utter now that he's retired, he said President George W. Bush controls
what federal agencies can say about climate change, Cuinn sasd.

“He has muzzled people st NOAA and mt NASA, We have a real problem with the
admmistration,” Quinn sxid

“Clmmate Change Having Impact™™ (August 21, J006),
= Tom Kmuson, imterview with Masssarni (April 14, 2006) recond on file with GAF, Antonie Regalado
and fim Carlion; “Statement Acknowledges Some Government Scientists See Link 1o Global Warming "
Wall Street Jourmal (Febouary 16, 2006)
* This contribution equals about half o category of increased burricane intensity per 1.75* C Sea Surface
Temperature or 4% nise in wind speeds per degree Celsius, whach is still much smaller than what has been
observed by Kemy Emanuel’s study. Tom Knutson, interview' with Maassamn (Apnil 14, 2006} neoord on
‘ﬁk with GAP.

Thid
™ Ihid
** Email From: Goldman;, To: 5t John, Smullen. Laborde; Date; Oct. 5, 2005, Subject: media request for
gfidl Thacker complete NOAA FOIA response pg. T19, 133
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John responded, “Can you call [redacted] back and quiz him on what he's working on. I
it sounds a bit untowards, vou can always just refer him to Tom's paper and let me [sic]
make his own characterizations.” Goldman replied, “Just spoke to him - he just wanis to
better understand the science - he is not looking to link an individual with a point of
view,” 5t. John then concluded, “Take a pass. We'll deal with media requests but let’s
nol open the door to others.” For his part, Enutson recalled hearing nothing of the
request until he brought it up again with Goldman in February 2006, at which time
Goldman offered to get back in touch with O'Malley. As of mid-April 2006, Knulson
had vet to heard back from O Malley. Asked about this in a phone conversation on May
26, 2006, O'Malley told us that he had made repested phone calls to Jana Goldman, but
found himself constantly forwarded to voicemail, “Those of us in the press were used 1o
getting stone-walled. .. it's a bone-head idea though,™ he said, because he would get the
information anyway, but then without “feeling so charitable,” Similar complaints were
voiced among a number of the participants at a June 2005 Workshop on “Science
Communications and the News Media™ hosted by Columbia University and the Lamont-
Doherty Earth ﬂhscmlnry.“

At the same time that writers such as O Malley and Revkin have experienced
difficulties with the media policy, other writers contacted in our investigations, such as
Barbara Levi of Physics Today, “have not encountered any barriers when [contacting]
federal scientists in reporting on climate issues™ Jorge Salazar of Earth & Sky News

® From: Ronald Stouffer. To: Jana Goldman; Date: June 6, 2005, Subject: scientist/journalist workshop
GAFP August 9, 2006, part 3 NOAA FOIA resporse pg 274-76  Participating journalists ncluded: Dmnd
Appell, Freelance, Chris Bowman, Socramento Bee, Beth Daley, Boston Globe, Daniel Grossman,
Freelance, Matt Hameill, WQAD TV ABC, BEill Kovank, Radfeed University, Phillip Meyer, Universaty
of Morth Carolma at Chapel Hill, Jon Palfreman, PFG Media (WGBHNova), Andrew Revim, The New
Fork Times, Richard Wald, Columbin University, Don Wall, WFAA-TV (Dallas-Ft. Worth), and Dale
Willmar, Field Notes Productions

Scentists have faulted the medin for misleading the public os well. As Dr. Casper Ammann
pointed out, “the media seems 1o feel compelled to make scientific stories seem balanced, as if each side 1
equally valid, even when the data doesn't support that premise.” Interview with Maassarani (Apal 3, 2006)
record o file with GAP.  Ancther scientist concurred, they “pit one naysayer against thousands of
scientists and call it 3050 Ancnymous NOAA director, interview with Manssarani (June 1, 2006) record
o file with GAF. This “balancing™ 5 often promoted by ndustry-backed special imerest groups and
perpetunted by federl and local government.  Se¢ JefT Nesmith, “Foes of global waming theory have
energy thes,” Cox News Service (June 2, 2003).  Jeff Nesmth, “Nonprofits push controversal climate
study,” The Aldemta Jowmal-Consritution (June 1, 2003} For ooample, the House Oversight and
Government Reform Commitiee invited John Christy, professor and Director of the Earth System Science
Center at the University of Alabama, and Dr. Roger Pielke Jr. from the Umaversity Corporation for
Aimospheric Besearch (UCAR), to speak al o panel on climate change The inclhmion of Christy i
apparently one reason that Dr. James Hansen opled out of the panel at the last minute, saying =T would get
ot of my sickbed to testify to Congress on global warming, il they were ready 1o deal responsibly with the
matter, But obviously they are still in denmal. mviting contrarians (o ‘balance” the science of global
warming.” Durren Samuelsohn, “Congress ‘sl in demnl” on global warming, NASA's Hansen says”
Envirosment and Energy Datly (July 21, 2006, At e Jocal bevel, consider the mayor of Juno, Alnska who
appinded @ skeptic, Tom Aumsworth of NW3S, 1o has small panel on climate change to inform city
polcymakers. Enc Momison, “Scientist working on local clmate change report: Sccial, environmental
effects nssemsed as aren grows warmer,” Jwean Fepire (August 9, 2006), Elwabeth Blueminks,
“Panharwdle Melhdown: Local panel reviews effects of climate change,” Juneau Empire (August 9, J006).
* Barbarn Levi, communication with Maassarani (October 11, 2006) record on file with GAF.
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told us, “I can personally say that the approval process with XOAA in getting clearance
1o speak with scientists about their research has been pretty pood.™™  Though a more
extensive survey i= warranted, in our investigations this positive testimony was solely
associated with reporters of local, technical, foreign, and nen-mainstream outlets,

Pieter Tans

D, Pieter Tans works at the NOAA Skagps Laboratory in Boulder, Colorado.
His research suggests that carbon dioxide plays a dominant role as a “forcing agent” for
climate change and that this role is likely to increase relative to other causes of ¢limate
change. ©On October 27, 2004, Tans was contacted by David Shukman, a science
correspondent with the BBC, requesting a series of broadcast inferviews. According 1o
Tans, it took until February 2005 for permission to be granted, and then only with Kent
Laborde’s being flown from OPCIA in Washington, DC, to be present ot the March 22
and 24 interviews, which took place in Boulder and in Mauna Loa, Howai, When David
Shukman again requested an interview with Tans, on February 1, 2006, it was approved
owing only to Shukman’s insistence, and Laborde again flew in to be present when it
took place on March 8.

Tans recalls that Laborde did not come across as an ideologue, nor did he ever
intervene in the interview, When Tans asked Laborde if e was required to report on the
interviews, Laborde replied that he did not report the proceedings to anvene.
Notwithstanding, Tans continues 1o refer to such agency ofTicials who sit in on imerviews
with the media a8 “minders.” To be sure, it = cunous that so much time and energy,
including flving across five time #ones, has been invested inlo an activity with such a
minimal stated purpose. At least three other scientists interviewed al GFDL have had
Kent Laborde or another “minder” listen in on phone interviews.”™ In all cases, the
scientists assented to the monitoring on the condition that the press officer not imterrupt
the interview, and they reported that no monitors have done so.

Ronald Stouffer

Earlier this vear Ronald Stouffer, senior research meteorologist at GFDL,
estimated that his interviews with American media, about half of the total imterviews he
entertains, have dropped almost 1o zero,” Interviews with the European media, whom he
describes as being “shocked™ when they find out that approval is required, have remained
constant, but only because of an increasing demand from European reporters interested in

™ lorge Salarar, communication with Masssarani (October 2, 2006) record o file with GAF.
* From his perspective, however, Shulman found NOAA public affars 1o be “helpful * David Shulkman,
communscabion with Manssarans (October 24, 2006) record on file with GAF,
" Ancnymous scientist, inerview with Massaarani (April 13, 2006) record on file with GAP, Anonymous
scientist, mberview with Maassarani (Apnl 13, 2006) record o file with GAFP, Tom Kmatson, mierview
with Maassaran (April 13, 2006} record on file with GAP, 27 and 26% of survey respondents noted that
therr “agency [always and frequenly, respectively] requires public affars officials to monitor scientisis”
commuunications with the meda.” Survey of Fedeml Chimate Scientists, UCS Scientific Integnity Frogram
S’M} question 1§

Ron Stouffer, inberview with Maassarani (April 13, 2006) record on file with GAF,
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his work on ocean circulations, which is a large concern for Europe. Inall, the clearance
policy — which he has nicknamed the “pocket veto™ - has reduced requests from one
every two o three weeks to one every two to three months,

For reporters, even a well-intemtioned pre-approval process introduces added
delay and the possibility of denial, which in light of pressing deadlines may force them 1o
ook for information elsewhere. In one instance, FOLA records show how a National
Creographic reporter asked Stoulfer to comment on a study on Arctic sea ice decline and
its divergence from natural variability on October 30, 2005, Stouffer responded that he
would first need 1o get public affairs approval and copied Jana Goldman, who writes: “1
know the DoC is going to ask — well, what is his position.... so can vou give me an idea
of how vou might respond?’ As a result of the clearance process, Stouffer missed the
reporier’s short deadline.  Moreover, it scems that these procedures are not necessarnily
mere formalities. In a February 17, 2006, email Stouffer relates how he was told,
possibly by someone in the NOAA Administrator’s office, that he was not qualified for a
proposed interview after submitting the required anticipated Qde As.™

A variation on routing interviews from one scientist to another is the explicit
placement of restrictions on the topics a scientist is allowed to cover. FOIA records
reviealed one incident in which Stouffer’s colleague st GFIIL, Dr, Leo Donner, felt the
PAO had “imposed restrictions on the topics the interview could cover.™ In response to
a media rsqqmﬁl from Todd Neff of the Soulder Camera, Jana Goldman wrote on Jamuary
28, 2005;

I think this is OK - [ just spoke to [redacted] and he’s looking more for how is
[sic] this medel contribates 1o the overall future of climale models — 1 told him we
didn’t want to get into comparing models or talking about deficiencies and
strengths, but just the general overall how this advances the whole science of
maodeling.

In another email dated September 22, 2003, OPCIA Deputy Director Scolt
Smullen advised Kent Laborde that an interview - regarding warming of the Gulf of
Mexico and its causes — with NCIDC scientist v, Richard Hevnolds has been cleared
“with the caveat that we tell Richard 1o be very careful with how he frames the global

warming signal aspect. Sensitivities there, as you know, "™

Although these incidents may be somewhat infrequent, some of the scientists
express feelings of discomfort and intimidation and it appears that some have already

* Emmnil From: Ronald Stouffer; To: Jana Goldman, Dwte: Ot §, 2005, Subject: natiomal geographic com
E’t?bu:t}' GAP August & 2006, part 3 NOAA FOIA response pg 38286,

™ Email From- Leo Donner, To: Steve Mayle, Date: Apnl 24, 2006, Subject: Media Policy FOIA Request
Greenpeacd NOAA FOI response pg. 1

™ Ihid

* Email From: Smullen; To; Laborde, Date; Sept 22, 200%; Subject: [redacted] cheared Thacker camplte
NOAA FONA response pg 108
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placed “self-imposed™ restrictions on their media communications.”™ Indeed, Stouffer
himsell has recently refused a number of interview requests himself, ncluding one 1o
discuss NOAA's media policy.'™  Four of our sources, who collaborate with but are
positioned outside of the agency, asserted that NOAA scientists do not dare speak for fear
of being fired. "™ A more sublle and pervasive form of sell-restraint occurs when
scientists feel obliged to temper their words, to avoid sensitive topics, or to represent the
government at the expense of their personal views, Consider one rescarcher from the
Pacific Mlﬁhc Environmental Laboratory (PMEL) who wrote in his request for PAO pre-
approval:

Since [the topic of anthropogenic carbon and its ocean slorage] is getting into a
maore politically sensitive area than the numerous interviews we have been doing
over the last few weeks, [ thought 1 should check to make sure evervone is okay
with my doing this interview. ... [ am comforiable doing this interview and am
confident that 1 can discuss the science while stating 1 am nol qualified to
comment on the policy or political implications. ... [ am happy 1o modify this as
necessary to make sure this interview goes smoothly and [ represent NOAA and
IPCC properly.

Tom Delworth

Although Dr. Tom Delworth has not experienced an explicnt demal of an
interview request, he agrees that a non-response or delay has the same effect.'™ By April
2006, Delworth found that about a amﬂcr of his interviews fell through due to delays at
levels higher than the OAR PAO."™ He added that abowt one third of the reporters of

™ 21% and 14% of UCS survey respondents, respectively, felt “{slelf-mduced presaume to change research
or reponimg in order to align Nindings with agency policy of to avodd controversy.” Survey of Federal
Climinte Scientists, UCS Scientifio Integnity Program (2006) question # 23
™ P one occasion, Stoufler bung up on a German reporter who, after Stouffer had 1old him to tlk 1o
Goldman first, became “very unhappy and got right o accusing Bush of gagging me...” Email
From:Goldman;, To: Laborde;, Date: July 5, 2005, Subject: fodder Thacker complete NOAA FENA response
A3-44d
ﬁim}' Mahlman, mberview with Masssarani (Apnl 6, 2006) record on file with GAP, Kevin Trenberth,
interview with Manssasani (Apeil 5, 2006) record on file with GAP, Judith Curry, interview with
Maassarani (May 10, 2006) recond on file with GAP, John Judzs, “The Government's Junk Science,” The
New Republic (November 2, 2006} “Scientista who don't toe the party line are being mtmidated from
talking to the press. T think it s 8 very sad situation. | know quite a few people who are frightened, but they
beg me not to use their name.”
" Email From: St John, Too Goldman, Date: Aug 10, 2004, Subject: [redscted] media request — CO2 and
Oceans/IPCC Thacker complety NOAA FOUA response pg. 66-67,
" Tom Debwarth, mterview with Maassaran: (April 13, 2008) record on file with GAP, Email From: Tom
Delworth;, To: Jana Goldman, harea Setzer; Date: Feb. 14, 2006, Subgect: Earth and Sky Interview GAF
August 8 2006, part § NOAA FOA response pg 616
1™ Email From:® Tom Delworth, To: fana Goldman; Date: Nov. 14, 2008, Subject: Repomer's request for
Sceence News (AP August & 2006, part 3 NOWA FOIA respanse pg. 481, Email From: Tem Delworth;
To. Jana Goldman, Date: Nev. 14, 2005, Subject: Interview request GAF dugust 9 2006, parf 3 NOAA
Foild response pg, 485, Emails between: Jana Goldman and Jordan St John; Date: Moy, 14, 2005, Subject:
Ben Harder of Science News request 1o mterview T. Delworth GAP dugnst 2 2006, part 3 NOAA FOlAd
resporite pi 402,
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whom he is sware have given up in their attempts to interview him.  He estimates it takes
about 24 hours for typical requests and longer for more controversial ones.  FOLA records
show that five- 1o six-day delavs are not unusual depending on how “politically sensitive™
the topic 5. On two occasions, Delworth never heard back from the PAD.
Furthermore, on two or three occasions, NOAA has also made verbal requests of
Delworth to prepare anticipated Q& As for the interview. When Jana Goldman informed
the NOAA PAQ on November 14, 2005, that there were a number of requests on the
same climate change-related topic for Delworth and requested blanket approval, Jordan
SL JuITMmpond:d. “There are no blanket answers.  Each one has to be dealt with as we
get it.”

FOLA records demonstrate one incident conceming a January 23, 2006, request by
Sid Perkins of Science News Mageazine to speak with Delworth and his colleague Keith
Dixon about their paper recently published in the Geophysical Research Letters
(GRLL'  Their paper explored whether “anthropogenic acrosols [have] delayed a
greenhouse gas-induced weakening of the North Atlantic thermohaling circulation.”
After receiving a message from Jana Goldman at the OAR PAO saying, “I'm afiraid this
needs to go through the food chain — When did Sid want to talk to them?” and asking for
anticipated Q& As, GFDL public affaire officer Maria Setzer apologizes to the two
scientists that the interview “needs to go through a more formal clearance process... |
will try to clarify with her why this particular interview is being treated differemtly but in
the m:anlljsm. do vou have any way of anticipating questions the reporter might ask (has
asked)?”

This was the first time Sid Perkins had encountered the NOAA policy.'™
Although it seemed widely known to NOAA scientists, he felt it was still unfamiliar to

*! Email From: Jana Guoldman; To- Stanley Goldenberg; Date: Movember 15, 2005, Subject: Media Update
— Status of Ada Monzon mterview GAP Adugnst & 2006, part 3 NOA4 FOIA response pg. 450-490,
Ancnymous NOAA director, mterview with Masssarni (June 1, 2006) record on file with GAP, Consider
o casual emml by Jana Goldman at the OAR PAD soliciting suggestions from a GFDLL scientist in
anticipation of an upcoming medin storm: “sufl is starting 1o come oul now i preparation for the [POC
report ret January and | want 10 ensure that NOAA gets proper credit as well as starting 1o calm Those
Who Meed to Be Calmed mornths before the actual event " [emphasis in onginal] The scientist responds, 1
geess [ om not imerested in calming people, the science 15 what 10 is - 1n spate of the politics. NOAA
munagement should know./understandiappreciate the key science points.”  Email From: Ronald StoufTer,
To: Jann Gobdman, Maria Setrer, Dute: February 7, 2006, Subgect: Lammy 0 anterview for the discovery
channel GAF Augnst & 2006, part 3 NOAA FOIA responte pg 304,
¥ Emails between: Jana Goldman and Jordan St John, Date; Nov. 14, 2005, Subject: Ben Harder of
Science Mews request to terview T. Delworth GAF Augnsr 8 2006, part 3 N4 FOIA response pg.
492,
¥ Emmil From: Jana Goldman, To: Mara Setzer, Date Janunry 24, 2006, Subject: Medin Contact: Science
News Magazine GAP August 9, 2006, part 3 NOAA FOIA response py. 576-78: Tom Delwornth, interview
with Masssarani (Apn] 13, 2006) record on file wath GAP, Sid Perkins, communications with Masssarani
(Ocwber 3, 20085) recovd on file with GAF. In response 1o our ingquiry, one scieniisl wrote 1o us, [
appreciate the work that you and your collesgues are doing, but 1 believe it's best that we not meet”
Emimum scientists, communication with Massssrani (July 18, 2006} record o file with GAF.

i
¥ i Perkins, communicatsons with Maassaruni (October 5, 2005) record an file with GAP
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the rngdia. When asked about how the request was handled, Sid Perkins maintained
that:

The “approval process,” if it existed at all in this case, was incredibly slow. After
I e-mailed him [Keith Dixon] to officially request an interview, 1 tried 1o call a
NOAA public affairs person -- a lady that ['ve worked with often == 1o confirm
this policy. She was out of the oflice for a few days at the time, so [ had to call
WOAA headquarters and speak with someone there. As far as [ know, my request
disappeared intoe a black hole.... My interview with Dixon did not take place, but
eventually [ was able to speak with Dy, Delworth.

Press Releases

Press releases or media advisories allow scientists to raise widespread media
aftention, typically 1o the publication of new research, Our investigations show that from
early in the Bush administration’s first term, agency treatment of press releases has
largely mirrored that of media requesis. In a June 3, 2002, email entitled “draft press
release,” Jana Goldman responds 1o Kent Laborde’s questions on the press release
protocols, “1°'m still not even sure about cenain things and ["ve been here for three vears!
I think we are OK on this ene as it's nol a sensitive subject - like climate change - and
we are quoting a scientist rather than an sdministration official ™"

When press releases did concem climate change, obtaining Department of
Commerce approval was standard practice. Consider a Seplember 26, 2002, conversation
string between Goldman and Dy, Richard Wetherald, a Republican-registered rescarch
meteorologist at GFDL.'" Pending its publication, Wetherald forwards the abstract of an
article he has co-authered on a study of the simulated “hydrological changes associated
with global warming.”

| Wetherald:] .... | have not bothered to write a draft NOAA press release since
the last time it was tumed down by the Depl. of Commerce, Apparently at that
time, greenhouse or global warming papers were considered 1o be the literary
equivalent of “persena non grata” by the current administration, | assume that this
is s1ill the case? [ don't want to waste both of our times if it is. Anyway, here is
the summary for vour information, Please let me know if this policy has
changed....

[Groldman:] ... What [ think I may do is pass the abstract along dewntown and
see what they think. 1 agree with vou, the aititude seems 1o have changed
regarding climate change, but let's also avoid doing unnecessary work if it's not
going 1o go anvwhere. . ..

b1 ] Thisd
" Email From: Kent Laborde, To: Jana Goldman;, Date: June 3, 2002, Subject: Dimit Press Release GAP
Angrit 9, 2006 part 3 NOAA FOL response pg 93-05,

" Email From: Dick Wetherald, Toc Jana Goldman; Date: Seplember 26, 2002, Subject: AGU Jowmal
Highlight GAF August 8 2006, part 3 NOAA FOLA response pr J44-46
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[Wetherald:] .... That sounds like a sensible idea. IF by some miracle, you can
use it 2z a NOAA press release, this would be fine as long as it contains the basic
conclusions in the summary that [ sent. [ will certainly help out if it comes to
that.....

[Goldman:] ... I sent the abstract down to see if it would fly -« if s0, we would
have to drafi a release, but at least we would know that it would go through and
our work would not be in vain. Thanx [sic] again for letting me know aboat the

paper....

The New Jersey Star-Ledger has reporied that Wetherald has had three proposed
press releases rejected — beginning with an early 20001 publication conceming
“committed warming and fs implications™ in the prestigions CGeophyvsical Research
Letters {GRL}.'” The push-back did not appear to come from OAR public affairs. Jana
Goldman told him his paper “warrants a release™ in a February 1, 2001, enmail.'
Instead, he remembers being told that his most recent 2004 press release accompanying
the publication of another global warming paper was rejected by “officials”™ a1 the
Department of Commerce. “Ohbviously, the papers had a message, and it was not what
they wanted it 1o be.” Wetherald told Kitta MacPherson of the Star-Ledeer. “A decision
was made at a high level not 1o let it out.™ The FOILA record reveals that Wetherald
proposed another press release to Goldman on August 18, 2005, stating:""

I know our “track record™ on any study even remotely involving greenhouse
warming research but T thought that since these two studies [that Wetherald co-
authored and recently published in Science] basically resolved and highlighted
variows discrepancies in both the satellite and radiosounde [sic] data as compared
with medel prediction, 1 thought that there might be a “ghost of a chance” on
doing something with this since some of our people were involved with the
stucies.... Believe it or not, [ still want to do this sort of thing “through the
system” with you, Hopefully, it will happen again someday 77

It appears from a review of the record that no such press release was ever issued '

Ronald Stouffer. co-author on at least one of Wetherald's above-mentioned
papers, has “stopped trying to gel press releases out” because of the difficulty of
conveving the science to the PAOs and the complexity of the approval process.''’ A
comparison of press release requests passed onto Commerce in the FOLA record and the

WY Kitta MacPherson, “Scientists: Climate data squelched,” Star-Ledger (October 1, 2006 The draft
March press release can be found at GAP August & 2006, part 3 NOAA FOIA response pg 3557

"™ Empil From: Steve Carson, To: Jana Goldman, Date: February 1, 2000; Subject GRL Paper
“Commitied warming and its implications for climate change™ GAF August § 2008 part 3 NOAA FOIA
s 28.29,

"% Email From: Wetherald, To: Goldman, Date: Aug 18, 05, Subject: Science papers on Observed
Temperature beases Thacker complete NEA FOLA simmmary pe. 212,

U8 cog hitp:wwew publicaffairs noan gov/relenses 2005 (Tast visted on March 23, 2007)

" Ronald Swouffer, imterview with Maassarani (Apeil 10, 2006), record on file with GAF.
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NOAA press release archives reveals at least one other release thal was buried pertaining
to a 2001 Journal of Climate paper by Dr. Isanc Held, senior research scientist s GFDL,
and Dr. Tapio Schneider, assistant professor at the California Institute of Technology.
According to Schneider, the paper “contains what probably is the first clear observational
{i.e. model-independent) indication for a human influence on climate.™ ™

Section 2.02 of the 2004 media policy mentions the coordination and approval of
press releases. This is reinforced by the 2006 implementation protocols, which stipulate
that “all releases, especially those announcing issues of national interest, policy, that
detail a significant accomplishment, or that may be controversial for some reason, are (o
be forwarded through the NOAA Press Release process.” Dated February 2006, the
NOAA/Commerce News Release Review Process is a 12-step procedure that includes
“NOAA Line Office Asst, Admin, [review],” “OPCIA review and edit,” “Policy
Office PCO [Program Coordination Office] Leg. Affairs Review,” “NOAA Chief of S1aff’
and Leadership review,” and “DOC PA REVIEW.” Notably, this flowchart omits any
mention of White House review, which our report suggests as routine for “sensitive”
topics under this administration.

This clearance procedure has resulted in considerable delay. On February 27,
2006, the NOAA PAD issued a press release entitled, “Researchers dentify Cause of
Unusual 1979-2003 Cooling of the Global Lower Stratosphere,” three davs after the
publication of the research in Science.' In response to an inquiry by the lead author and
NOAA GFDL senior scientist Venkatachalam Ramaswamy concerning the delay, a local
press officer advised the researcher that a three-week tum-around was to be ¢x|'.-ccled.m
In light of such defays, an anonymous NOAA semor scientist explains, “it is a shame™
that only his co-authors from universities get their press releases out the same dav their
papers are released and that “NOAA thus fails to gamer the credit dug on its own
work.™"  Furthermore, it appears from the FOIA record that Ramaswamy was not
allowed final ap(g:m‘al of the advisory after it went “downtown™ in the few days prior to
its final release.”**

It seems that sensitive press releases are delayved more than others, if’ cleared at
all. Tom Knutson recalled that he had prepared a one-page summary of his 2004 paper to
be published in the Jowrnal of Climate for a press release but was soon informed it would
not go through, '™ He recently confirmed this incident at a GFDL media workshop,
where two of his colleagues also brought up (and Jana Goldman acknowledged) similar

"% Emnail From Steve Carson; To: Jana Goldman, Date; January 11, 2001; Subject: outrench?

GAF Augnst 9, 2006, part 3 NOAA FOIA response pg 13,

' Press release sl hitp:'www publicaffairs noss gov eleases 2006/ fe b0 roaalt-025 himl (la= vissted on
March 23, 2007).

“** Emml From: Maris Setzer; To: Ramaswamy; Dute: March 6, 2006; Subject: Press Release Grownpeace
NOLAA FONA response pg. 2,

11 A nonymous scientist, interview with Masssarani (April 13, 2006) record on file with CGL4F

2 Emnil From: Goldman, To: Ramaswamy, Date: Feb. 21 2006, Subject: Draft release for science paper
Greenpeace select hurricane NOAA FOTA response pg. 2-6

2 Tom Knutson, interview with Masssarni {April 10, 2006) recard on file with GAF.
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experiences with their proposed releases.  This contrasts with the handling of press
releases that are supportive of the administration’s position or otherwise congratulatory,

On July 1, 2005, NOAA OAR Assistant Administrator Rick Resen contacted
Ahsha Tribhle personally to propose a press release for a comment by Dr, Chris Landsea
to be published several months later in the Journal aof Climare.  According 1o Rosen, 1t
challenges the conclusions reached by Knutson and Tuleva (2004) regarding the potentinl
for more intense hurricanes in a warmer climate. [t is not likely (o attract the same media
attention & the original Kmnson and Tulvea [sic] paper, but we should consider drafling
a NOAA press release nonetheless.™ ™ On October 7, 2003, NOAA put out a press
release announcing “NOAA awards over 3.4 million to Princeton University for
Climate... ‘as envisioned in the Bush administration’s Climate Change Rescarch
Initiative,” adds Commerce Undersecretary and NOAA Administrator Lautenbacher.'™
In an email trail leading up 10 the Ocober 7 release, GFDL Administrative Officer Steve
Mavle writes, “George |[Philander, a Princeton professor and researcher] said the
University would probably issue its own press release. If that tums out 1o be the case, we
should put vour press people in touch with cur press people so that they can coordinate
the issuance of the releases.” At other times — for example, with Wetherald's 2001
proposed press release described above — duplication of press releases has been cited as a
reason to reject more politically sensitive press releases,

In a more recent instance, Dr. Joellen Russell, a former GFDL. research scientist
who had moved 10 the University of Anzona 1o take an app?inmml as Assistant
Professor of Geosciences, sent Jana Goldman the following email: '

Dear Jana,

Ron Stouffer asked me to contact you. He told me that vou and Maria had
discussed the following paper. “The Southern Hemisphere Westerlies in a
Warming World: Propping the Door to the Deep Ocean,”

1 am the lead author of this paper that describes the critical role of the Southern
Ocean in the global climate response to increasing greenhouse gases, [ have a
number of GFDL co-authors { Ronald Stouffer, Keith Dixon, Robbie Togaweiler,
and Anand Gnanadesikan} and our study uses the latest GFDL coupled climate

B Email From: Rick Rosen, To: Ahsha Tribble, OO James Mahoney, Jana Goldman; Date: July 1, 2005,
Subject: Paper on hurricancs and global warming GAP Augnsi & 2004 part 3 NOAA FOIA response pe.
298

'3 Emnil From: Jann Goldman; To: Steve Maybe; Date: September 29, 2003; Subject: Dmft Princeton Press
Relense GAF Augusr 8 2006, part 3 NOAAd FOLAE response mmscamed docy py &, Email From: Goldman,
To: Aja Sae-Kung, Enic Smith, Date: October 6, 2003, Subject: GFDL climate release with Cong. Quote
GAP August 8, 2004, part 3 N FOIA response wnsoanned docs pg -8, Email From: Goldman; To:
Scott Smullen;, Date: October 6, 2003, Subject: climate paper pg 7, Emaul From: Jana To: Steve Mayle Re:
draft quote Date; Oct. 6, 2003 GAP Angnst & 2006, part 3 NOAA FOIA response wescammed docs gg 10,

" Email From: Joellen L. Russell, To: Jana Goldman, Date; April 10, 2006, Subject: Scuthemn Ccean
*Owen Door® paper warmmg GAP dugust B 2006, part 3 NOAA FOLA response pg, T33-34,
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medzls 1o quantify the large and growing influence of the Sowthem Ocean on
climate,... Therefore, we think this paper is worthy of a press release,

Russell went on 1o note that “the PR people here are also interested in putting out
o press release.” In declining the request, Jana Goldman responded on April 10, 2006,
“the lead author's orgamization/agency usually takes the lead in isswing releases.”
Monetheless, as recently as October 13, 2006, NOAA issued a press release for a GRL
publication co-authored by Jason Dunion, an AOML hurricane researcher,'” The paper
discussed how hurricane activity was mfluenced by dust clouds (as opposed to global
warming). The press release iself clearly stated, “The lead author 15 Amato Evan of the
University of Wisconsin-Madison.”

By early 2005 Ixr. Richard Feely of NOAA's Pacific Marine Environmental
Labormory (PMEL) and colleagues at NOAA, USGS, and outside the government had
begun erganizing a national workshop of invited specialists on the “Impacts of Increasing
€04 on Coral Reef Organisms and Other Marine Caleifiers” 1o take place April 18-20,
2005.'* On January 5, 2005, Feely wrote Jana Goldman, “since NOAA has a major role
is [sic] protecting critical marine ecosystems including coral reefs, NOAA is a major
sponsor of this workshop [it] weuld be great if we could build up wide interest in this
workshop through press releases from your office...""™ On February, 16, he reiterated
his request For a press release and added:

If vou want to see what other country™s [sic] are saying about the impacts of CO
on Coral Reefs go to Google News and tvpe in Carol Turlev. She is the director
of the Plymouth Laboratory in England and just participated in a major
international conference on the Impact of Global Warming. Her presentation was
picked up by all the major news organizations throughow the world with the
obvious exception of the United States! 1 wonder why? The US has the second
largest coral reef systems in the world and we can’t even read about what might
happen to them if we keep going down the same path that we are. Hopefully, we
can change that lack of understanding of this important impact in the US with
[vour] help at the workshop,'™

By March 7, Feely had provided Goldman with a draft relesse; however a review of
NOAA's online news release archives reveals that NOAA did not issue it.™!

Y7 Presa release ab hitp:dwww publicafTairs noan gov releases 2006/ oot/ noaa06-076 kmi (last visited on
March 23, 2007}

' Emuil From: Richard Feely, To: Juna Goldman, Date: Jan. 5, 2005, Subject: Workshop on Impacts of
Incrensing ©O02 on Coml Reel Organisms and Other Masine Caloifiers Thacker complete NOAA FOIA

" Emuil From:Richard Feely, To: Jana Goldman, Date: February 17, 2005, Subject: [Redacted] Thacker
complete NOAA FOA response pg. §

" Email From:Richard Feely, To: [redacted], Date: March 7, 2005, Subject: Caleification Workshop —
Press Opportunities Thacker complete NOWA FOUA response pe. 17,

hatpedweww publicaffiars noaa gov/releases2005, To their eredit, USGS swed o press release snnouncing
the workshop on April 11, 2005, httpe/www usgs. govnewsroom/aniche aspTTL=650
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Later that vear, Feely co-authored a paper that was published in Narere and
detailed the acidification of oceans through increasing CO; in the atmosphere,’™  This
phenomenon is expected to affect all organisms producing calcium carbonate parts,
including corals, and because these form the base of the food chain, continuing COx
emissions could lead 1o mass marine extinctions.  According to Feelv's colleague, Tans,
Jana Goldman had prepared a press release with the assistance of NOAA scientists (o
coincide with the publication of the paper; however it never made it past the “higher-
ups.”"™ “It appeared that NOAA didn’t want to be associated with it, even though they
had reason 1o be prowd of a good paper,” Tans explained. “The association of ocean
acidification with high atmospheric COy is about as solid as it gets,” At about the same
time, Goldman sought guidance from the PAO headgquariers about media efforts for a
similar report that arose from a workshop co-sponsored by NOAA and of which two out
of the six authors, including Feely, were NOAA PMEL researchers.™ When the report
summarizing the way “worldwide emissions of carbon dioxide from fossil fuel buming
are dramatically altering ocean chemistry and threatening marine organisms™ was
relensed on July 3, 2005, NOAA issued no press release. '™

NASA

The trajectory of media policies and practices seems to have followed a similar
jeclion po P

path Soross agencies, Sid Perkins, a reporter for Science News since July 2000, recalled

that:

Once upon a time, there was no real problem with access. As little as 2 vears ago,
I encountered only occasional problems. It was About [sic] 2 vears ago when [
first noticed problems (1.e.. scientists prefemng not to talk untl their PR folks had
been apprised) - not in all cases, mind vouw, just a few. Scientists at the LS.
Creological Survey gol antsy aboul media contacts about then, which was about
the same time that news reports about restrictions on media contacts at HHS were
first reported. 1 first heard news of the same thing af NASA at about the same
time.

B s Anthropogenic ocean acidification over the twenty-first century and its impact on calkeifving
m}aums," Nawre 437, 681-686 (September 29, 2005),

™ Pigter Tans, interview with Manssarni (March 9, 2006) record an file with GAP. See also Emul From

Feely, To: [redocted], Date: August 29, N5, Subgect Pre-proofed Natwre paper - Chr naturel:8095
Thacker complete NOWA FOTA responye pg. 84

™ Email From: Goldman; To: St John, Smullen; Date: December 15, 2006; Subject: Oceun Acidification
Report Thacker complete NOAA FONA response pg. 163-64,

B9 Compare Biipfwww uear edunews relesses/ 2006 neidification shiml (last visited on Mareh 23, 2007)
with NOAA’s media archives hitp.'www. publicaifairs noaa gov/releases2006/ (last visted on March 23,
2007).  Intevestingly, USGS, whach also sponsored the workshop and contnbuted one of the report’s
nuthors, sumilarly issued no relense. See

hitp/fwew usgs. gov inewstoom nrticle_archive ssp?CurPage=T8 Y ear=2006 (last visited on March 23,
2007). More on USGS and other agencies in the mext section

¥ Sid Perkins, communications with Masssarani (October 5, 2006) record an file with GAP,
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Some scientists ignore these policies, but increasingly many of them aren't; again,
I don't know whether they feel such policies are a blessing (i.e.. an excuse not to
talk to the media) or a curse.

My federal science contacts aren't decreasing per s, (FY1: The magazine that |
write for covers science news for the layman, and we get the vast majority of our
news from peer-reviewed journals [mavbe 80 percent or so]. Much of the rest is
basic rescarch that's done comes [sic] by government agencies such as EPA,
NASA, DOE, ete. In mony cases, however, there’s some overlap, rather than
publication via a mere press release, the government research is also being
reported in journals or a1 meetings and conferences as well. However, in some
cases s increasingly easier for me to contact a universily source/'co-author rather
than a govemment one, il given the choice, just due to the roadblocks that
govermnment PR folks can and do create,

Don't know if all of these policies stem from an unstated mission to restrict media
aceess 1o povernment data or not, hopefully, vour research will find out. The
policies certainly seem 1o have cropped up among a wide variety of agencies at or
near the same time. Much of the types of research that we cover is hasic science
that's publicly funded, conducted by researchers who are partially (or in many
cases fully) paid by govenment agencies, so access should be as unfettered as
possible, as far as 'm concemed.

In an October 26, 2004, arhicle, NASA chmate scientist and director of the
Goddard Institute for Space Science (GISS), Dr. James Hansen, told the New Fork Times
that then NASA Administrator Sean O'Keefe asked him not to discuss the dangerous
consequences of climate change.™ In a lecture at the University of Iowa that same day,
Hansen claborated:'**

In my more than three decades in the govemment, 1 have never seen anvihing
approaching the degree 1o which information flow from scientists to the public
has been screened and controlled as it is now. 1 am referring specifically 1o
research on climate change that vields results of possible public interest that
would likely be interpreted as being relevant to policy considerations on climate
change.

Yet things seemed 1o get worse. Dr. Jerry Mahlman recalls, “in late 2005, 1 got a
call from Jim saying that what | had described to him Eappcn'mg at NOAA] the previous
May was now happening 1o him, within NASA™ % What had brought about such
changes for NASAs leading climate scientists? In December 2003, Hansen presented a

1" Andrew Revkin “NASA Expent Criticizes Bush on Global Warming.™ The New Tork Tinnes (October
26, 2004} Tom Yulsman, “Politseal imerference with science real, troubling.” The Dmver Pasr {August 21,
20053

'™ Distmguished Public Lecture Seriea at the Depariment of Physics and Astroncmy, University of lown
(Ociober 26, 2004) available a hitp.www columban. edu’~jeh]ida_complete. pdf (last visited on Masch
13, 200T)

' Lemry Mahiman, interview with Maassareni (Agpeil 6, 2006) record on file with GAP.
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lecture on the importance of reducing emissions al the American Geophysical Union and
also announced on ABC News that data showed 2005 to be the “warmest year on record.™
Subsequently, the NASA PAO told Hansen that there had been a “storm of anger at
headquarters™ amd threatened him with “dire consequences™ if he kept making similar
remarks. """ According to GISS press officer Leslie MeCarthy, George Deutsch rejected
an inferview request for Hansen from NPR, “the most liberal™ media outlet, because it
would undermine his job of “mak[ing] the President look good "'

WASA is generally deemed more flexible than NOAA because there is no extra
department with which public relations must be coordinated. " Indeed, NASA's media
policy and practices were originally based on 1987 regulations found in 14 CFR 1213,
which entail no pre-approval requirements for media interviews."" Nevertheless, already
vears before Hansen came under fire, an internal memorandum demonstrated that these
regulations had been overlain with a new media policy mandating pre-approval, intake,
and routing by NASA headquarters.'™  Other restrictive practices also developed, often
withowt being put into writing, such as monitoring or dress rehearsals for press
conferences.’ According to Hansen, scientists participating in such rehearsals were told
it was unacceptable to share certain scientific conclusions.  Elvia Thompson, a former
PAQ emplovee at NASA, has commented that there was a “general understanding™ that
“climate change” was 1o be used in place of “global warming ™" Indeed, media policies

Y lames Hansen, infervaew with Masssaran (Februsry 2006) record and internal memo o file with GAP,
As of noon of March 16, 2006, 285 MASA scientists and engineers had signed a “Statement of support for
NASA's commitment to openness ™ The statement “fully supports Dr. Hansen in his professional capacity
1o contimue alerting the public about global warming™ and encournges “all NASA affilinted scientists and
engineers to openly  present thexr expertse for the public good™  See  hitp/suppont-
letter. umiscs wmd edu: 808 hanseninde j5p (last visied October 2006)

" In & June 6 2006, letter 1o Senator Swsan Collins (D-ME), Brian Chase, Assistant Adminisirator of
WASA's Office of Legislative Affairs, admitted this reques had been “nappropriately dechined ™ avariable
ar htpelicherman sennte gov documents/Jetters 060606nazalichemanresponse. pdll (Tast vissted on March
23, 2007). An October email message from Deutsch also shows that e told a NASA web designer 1o add
the word “theory” after every mention of the “Big Bang,” adding that “It is not NASA's place, nor should it
b to meake o doclaratson such as thes about the existence of the universe that discouns intelligent design by
m creator”™  Dewtsch, resigned on February 7, 20046, after t was discovered that he had not actually
gradunted from Texas ASM Unaversity ns psserted on has resume.  Andrew Revlan, “A Young Bush
r"l.Poiﬂ.:t Resigns hes Post ot NASA,™ The Mew Fork Times (Febraary 8, 2006)

", Jana Goldman, interview with Manssarani (October 7, 2006) record ow file with GAF. Due to its
mission statement emphasizing education, MASA can also sperd 10%% of its budget on outreach.

1Y | etter From: Brian Chase; To: Collins; Date: June 6, 2006

' lames Hunsen, interview with Musssarni (February 2006) record and intermal memo on file with GAF,
According to one enomymouws UCS survey respondent " Another issue: PA offices discournging necess to
certain sceentists and promoting contsct with more “convenient” scientists (agnin this happens at NOAA
and EPAY, PA officers making decssions on scientsst availubility for medm nequests without 1
scientists and indeed in one instance that happened to me, canceling an interview on CHN that had already
been ngreed with the statement “the agency has no one availnble to discuss X ot this time!|™ Survey of
Federal Climate Scientists, UCS Scaentafic Imegnity Program (2006) NASA commentary

M Dyew Shindell, communications with Masssarani (hay 25, 2006) record on file with GAP, Shindell's
waork was significant because skeptics have often pointed 1o warming trensds in the Arctic 1o counter global
warming theorses. Shindell’s research suggested an explunation and reversal of this warming phenomenon.
"8 Andrew Revkin, “Call for Openneis at MASA Adds to Repons of Pressure,™ The New York Thmer

{Febnary 16, 2006)
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and practices were selectively implemented to zm;g,el sensitive research such as on climate
change being reported to national media outlets.'

In the Towa lecture, Hmmsen disclosed an internal NASA memo aboul a delayed
press release for which the cited justification was: »

According to HQ, there's a new review process that has totally gridlocked all
earth science press releases relating to ¢limate or climate change. According to
HC} Public Affairs, 2 political appointees, [redacted] and the White House are
now reviewing all climate related press releases.

Indeed, it became standard for then Assistant Administrator for Public Affairs
Glenn Mahone and his deputy, Dean Acosta, at NASA headquarters — as well as the
White House - 1o review press releases dealing with the keywords “global warming """
At times this added a delay of weeks or months to what was usually a three to seven day
process, which resulted in scientists simply giving up or in ra:dermg stories — such as the
2005 record-setting temperatures had Hansen not disclosed it — largely obsolete. vy
Furthermore, according to an inside source, 12-15 press relenses simply “disappeared,”
maostly in the weeks leading up to the 2004 elections.'”  Some were “smothered” or
“watered down 1o inconsequence” by NASA headquarters,

A widely-publicized incident occurred on April 28 2005, when Columbia
University s Earth Institute issued a press release announcing the publication of Hansen's
Science Express article. The press release deseribed Hansen's ominous findings that the
earth’s energy is out of balance and referred the inguiring public to the NASA wehsite for

" Anonymous scientist, interview with Jennifer Freemnn (June 27, 2006) record on file with GAP, Note
that the typical recourse for memanagement of this sort is notification of the agency’s mapector general
Sidy-two federal agencies have inspectors general authorized by the Inspector General Act of 1978 as
“independent and chjective wnits™ to “promote economy, efficiency and effectiveness™ and investigate
“fraud and abuse” Notwithstanding, Robert W, Cobb's tenure as NASA 10 since his presadential
appointment to the position m 3002 was recently subject to o federal probe. The findings of the 10-maonth
investigation have not offically been made public while under review by the President’s Council on
Integrity and Efficsency. According to the Evlanda Sentined, which obtained o leaked copy of the report, it
“outlines allegntions that he stifled imvestigations, mistreated depanment employees and maintained a close
personal relabionship with top officials of the agency he was supposed 10 independently mondor. ™ Michael
“Complaints Fuel Probe of NASA Inspector, Orlamdb Semtinel (November 20, 2006) The
President’s Council has agreed to provide the report 1o the House Committes on Science and Technology's
Subcommittee on [nvestigations and Cversight by Apal 2, 2007, Sev press relesse, “sdministration Agrees
to Hand Ower Investigative Report an NASA's Inspector Genernl” {(March 6, 2007) avarlable ar
g acbence house gov/presa FRAMcle asprc ! WNewsID= 1 T8 (last visited on March 24, 2007)
% Distinguished Public Lecture Series at the Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of Town
(October 26, 2004) available af hitp:/fwww columbin.edu/~jeh1/dal_complete pdf (last visited on March
23, 2007)
M anonymous public affairs officer, mierview with Maassxrand (May 10, 2006) record on file with GAP.
' Direw Shindell, communications with Maassarni (hay 25, 2006) record on file with GAF, Kosemary
Sullivant, writer at NASA, reported efforts 1o delay or alter news releases conceming the Jet Propulsion
Lab.  Andrew Revkm, “Call for Openness st NASA Adds 1o Reports of Pressure,” The NMew York Thmes
{February 16, 2006).
B Anonymous public affurs officer, mierview with Manssaram (May 10, 2006) recard on file with GAP,
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more information and images that would be posted after 2:00 p.m. However, the NASA
posting was not forthcoming until the next moming, following significant media buzz
and a presidential press conference.  Furthermore, what is essentially the same pross
release as that of the Earth Institute, reveals slight language changes that downplay the
significance and gravity of Hansen's conclusions.'™ News releases in the NASA online
press release archives show that the number of such preas releases drop from about four
dozen in 2004, 1o one dozen in 2005, to eight in 2006, =

In mid-September 2004, Dr. Drew Shindell, an ozone specialist and climatologist
at GISS, submitted a press release 1o the Goddard Space Flight Center (GSFC) PAD 1o
announce the publication of their GRL pq:pet.""' Together they came up with the title
“Cool Antarctica may warm rapidly this century, study finds,” which political appointees
al headquarters then asked 1o be “softened.™ Nonetheless, HOQ rejected the next
suggestion that Shindell and GFSC offered - “NASA Scientists expect temperature flip-
flop at the Antarctic™ — and titled it “Scientists predict Antarctic climate changes™ over
Shindell’s objections, Not surprisingly, Shindell commented that it generated relatively
lintle media mterest, Another senior climate researcher told us how she worked with the
NASA PAO to get a press release oul about climate-related floods” impact on agriculture,
but it was not approved at higher levels. She eventually got high-level colleagues 1o
lobby on her behalf, and it was then approved. '™

In the months prior to the 2004 elections, The New York Times reported that
Mahone told Gretchen Cook-Anderson, formerly in charge of earth-science news at
NASA, thal a news conlerence on data from a satellite measuring ozone and air pollution
“should not take place until after the clection™'™ In a February 4, 2006, article, Revkin
went on o wrile:

Repeatedly that vear, public-affairs directors at all of NASA's science cenlers
were admonished by White House appointees at headgquarters 1o focus all
attention on Mr. Bush's January 2004 “vision” for retuming to the Moon and
eventually traveling to Mars,

Y Blog by Chris Mooney, “More on the NASA Presm Release™ Moy 2, 2005) m
hitpedfwarw chriscmooney com®log asp.  For example, the NASA relesse completely omits the quote
“This energy mbalance 15 the ‘smoking gun that we have been looking for,” says James Hansen....” and a
paragraph on the policy implications of the research. It fiils 1o include the explanation of “thermal inertin,”
but adds “As the Eanh warms it emits more hest  BEventually the Eanh will be back in balance, if the
greenhouse gas emisabons are kept ot the same level of woday.™

it/ wrvrw, e, gov/visson earth/environment/earth_energy him]
'™ See atp:www. nmsa govimsdience formediniarchives 2006-all-archives him| (last visited October 2006),
Andrew Revkin, “Call for Openness al NASA Adds 1o Reports of Pressure,” The New Fork Thanes
(Febraary 16, 2006)
™ Direw Shindell, communications with Masssamni (May 25, 2006) record on file with GAP. GI5S s a
small brunch of GSFC and thus collaborates with GSFC PAC, &s well as NASA HQ
9 A nonymows scientist, interview with Jennifer Freeman (June 27, 20065) recovd o file with CGAP,
1 Andrew Revkin, “Call for Openness at NASA Adds to Reports of Prezsure,” The New Fork Thanes
(February 16, 2006)
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Starting early in 2004, directives, almost alwayvs transmitted verbally through a
chain of midlevel workers, went out from NASA headguarters to the agency’s far-
flung research centers and institules saving that all news releases on eanth science
developments had to allude 1o goals set ot in Mr. Bush's “vision statement” for
the ageney, according to imerviews with public-afTairs officials working in
headguarters and at three research centers,

Many people working a1t Goddard Space Flight Center in Greenbelt, Md., and the
Jet Propulsion Laboratory in Pasadena, Calif, said that at the same time, there
was a slowdown in these centers” ability to publish anyvthing related to climate.

EPA and the Department of Interior

The 2002 Journal of the Society of Environmental Jeurnalists published a poll by
its First Amendment Taskforce of the regional EPA media pnlici:!t."l' The survey found
considerable vanation, ranging from monitors and routing 1o simple encouragement of
PAO coordination. Few regions came up with up-to-date written policies. Anecdotally,
the survey found that access had been more difficult during the Bush administration.
This was underscored prior 1o the 2004 elections when Public Emplovees for
Environmental Responsibility (PEER), a public watchdog group, released a memo from
then acting Region V Administrator Bharat Mathur stating, “If vou receive any reguest
for mformation or an interview from a member of the media, vou should refer the caller
to OPA [ie. PAOQ] ... Please refrain from answering such inquires directly. OFA will
determine the approprate response and who should respond alter consultation with
program staff, and if’ necessary, after elevating issues for senior-level atiention.”** In
2006, PEER published another leaked memo to all Office of Research and Development
staff dated February 2, which stated “We are asked to remind all emplovees that EPAs
standard media procedure is to refer all media queries regarding ORI to Ann Brown,
ORD News Director, prior to agreeing o or conpducting any inferviews... SLEFT]CITI for this
policy also will allow reasonable time for appropriate management response,” “

On June 20, 2006, Comelia Dean of The New York Tines reported thm James
Titus, EPA project manager for sea level nise, was no longer allowed to publicly discuss
issues such as beach erosion, and that all such questions were 1o be rowted to the EPA's
press oflice. 180 Aries Keck, producer of the Earth Beat radio show, described amanging
an interview with Titus as a “challenging and bizarre experience.”'™ EPA public affairs

BT Audrey Cooper, “SEJ survey linds EPA information policies vary by region.” Jowmal of the Soclety of
Enpvireumrential Jonrmatiats (Fall 2002) on file with GAFP. The survey exchades EPA PAD headquarters.

¥y femorandum by Bharat Mathur {undated) on file with G4P.

' Email From: Ann Brown; To: ORD-ALL, Date Februmry 9, 2006; Subject: Media Procedure Reminder
cun file with GAF.

4 Ccomelin Dean, “Next Vietim of Warming: The Beaches™ The New York Times (Jume 20, 20061
Arcund the same time, two other reporters were told that Trius was not available for imerviews, and were
directed to the EPA PAD instead Rick Pilz, "EPA's global warming communication problem - |
Censored expertise,” ClimateSciencelWatch.org (June 27, 2006),

! Aries Keck, interview with Manssarani (June 20, 2006) record an file with GAFP.
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officials told her there were to be no contacts with Titus ahead of time and that up until
the daoy before it was unclear whether he would be available for the interview at all.
When asked about these hurdles on the show, Titus responded that, “to be honest [ don't
know anything about it. 1 just heard about the interview and here [ am.™ As to whether he
could discuss the regulation of carbon dioxide, Titus replied, *“I'm not allowed... I can’t
talk about what we should do as regards regulations because it's son of a different
aspect... Since I'm here as an EPA employvee I gotta basically stick 1o my lane which is
rising sea levels, "™

Another governmem agency tasked with climate research is the United States
Geological Survey, a bureau in the Department of Imterior (DO1L Dr. Christopher Milly
is a USGS research hvdrologist, stationed a1 GFDL to work more closely with its climate
scientists and computer models,'™  He studies the interaction of climate with the global
water cycle, analyzing how climate change affects local water supply and floods.'™ Ina
May 5, 2006, interview, Milly asserted “within the USGS evervbody's trying to do the
right thing, Cur management 15 trving o prodect the scientific message and objectivity of
our scientists,”  Nonetheless, Milly has heard that personnel in USGS public affairs
consider climate change and energy to be “hot-button™ issues for the administration, and
that reference to such sensitive issues, outside of scientific papers, are thus handled and
edited with care. Incidentally, the USGS Survey Manual requires approving officials 1o
“alent appropriate offices (including the Office of Communications) or officials with
regard to policy-sensitive or high-visibility information products that are likely to be of
interest or potentially controversial 1o the Bureaw, the Department of the Interior, other
Federal agencies; State, local, and'or Trbal governmental orgamizations; the scientific
community; the public; or a specific industry or interest. "'

Milly has experienced two incidents of interference with press releases, 1% Tha
first case was in 2002 when a USGS press officer indicated that the subject matter was

192 problems of scientific mtegrity are longstanding at EPA. which must function simultanecusly ns o
regulatory and science agency. The EPA Inspecior General released a report on Augast 16, 2006, ciiing.
two earlier studies, which contended that the EPA “has become affected by politics.” Studies Addressing
EPA’s Organizational Structune Mo, 2006- P-O0029 (August 16, 2006), ovailable ol
hittpewwrw peer. org‘doca’epa’s 24 8 g reportpdf (last visited on March 23, 2007} On September 29,
2006, representatives from more than 10,000 EPA scientists called on Congress to take mmediate action
against global warming and the censorship of agency scientists and other specealists om lopics of climate
change and the effects of nxr pollution. PEER press release, “EPA Scientists File Mass Petition For Action
On Global Warmmg™ (Movember 29, 2006) available af
hitp:hwrww peer org‘newsmews il phpfrow_id=789 (last visted on March 23, 2007)
%2 Chrestopher Milly, imterview with Manssamni (May 5, 2006) record on file with GAF,
4 The big picture conclusions that can be drawn from these models include that water scarce aseas are
progected 1o get drier and vice versa. In Morth Amenca, the Southwest is progected 10 be drier (expected 10-
0% reduction of steam (low by 2050, with similar projections for the Medserranean region mcluding
Southemn Europe and the Middle East), while results for the Mad-West are less clear. According 1o these
models, the Eaxstern seaboard (s well as Alaska, Canada, MNorthemn Ewrope, and Asin) will get wetter. Om
the bases of his research, his opinion is that subtropical decreases in rainfall and runofl may be more driven

globally-forced climate change than by cover-grazing or slash-and-burn agricubiure. fhva

LSS Survey Mamual chapter 502-4 6.1 Fundamenial Scence Prctices: Review, Approval, and
Release of Information Products.
1= Christopher Milly, imterview with Maassarani (May 5, 2006) record on file with GAF.
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sensitive and could cause problems at the White House. DO declined 1o issue the
relemse, arguing that it would probably be released by Namre. In Fact, though Natire did
issue a release, its decision (o do so only occurred afler Interior's denial, The second case
was in November 2005, when the press release went out but only after the PAO had
tweaked and removed words such as “global warming,” leaving the scientific content
intact but possibly lowering its visibility. In this case, the corresponding paper showed
how climate models developed by the international climate science commumity have
predictive skill for dealing with climate change-influenced water availability,

Milly does not know who made the ultimate decision in either case.  His only
direct contact with (non-LUSGE) Department of Interior personnel was at a climate-related
2006 meeting between the USGS and the Burean of Reclamation, attended Mark
Limbaugh, assistant secretary for water and science, and members of his staff."® Milly
recalls that in the all-day meeting discussing climate change and its consequences for
waler resources, Limbangh was engaged and lefl no negative impressions.  Nevertheless,
Just as with NOAA s relationship to the Department of Commerce, confidential sources
outside USGE have blamed DO political appointees for pulling the strings on sensitive
climate issues.'™

The Department™s position towards climate change was recently demonstrated
when Secretary of the Intenior Dirk kempthome proposed listing polar bears as a
threatened species while rejecting the analysis in a report by LULS. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) scientists of the relationship between the loss of the polar bears’
critical sea ice habitat and climate change."™ Shonly thereafter, The New York Times
reported on a leaked directive circulated (o biologists and wildlife officials in USFWS®
regional Alaska division.'™ Under the words “Foreign Travel — New Requirement -
Please Review and Comply, Importance: High,” a cover letter to two example
memoranda reads:'

T Ihidd
' Anonymous scientist, interview with Masssarani (July 19, 2006) record on file with GAP. According 1o
o aronymows respondent in the TS survey

I am & researcher m USGS, Generally, research within our research group and choice to pursue 1o
publish new climate related issues is dnven s the scientist kevel [777] restrictions on agency
approval of abstracts, public statements and repon review have been mplemented. As scaentists,
we do not believe that this was mitkated by agency managers, but rether implemented by the Dept
of Interior and the Bush adminstration.  The new rules are somewhat restrictive, and more
importantly, serve to delay dissem ination of new information ™

Survey of Federal Chimate Scientists, UCS Scientific Integrity Program (2006) USGS commentary

** “Intertor Secretary Kempthome 1o List Polar Bears as Threatened Under Endangered Species Act,”
Department of Imerior Press Rebease (December 27, 2006) available ar

hitpewrwew. dol gov mews 06 Mews Relenses/061227 haml (last visited on March 23, 2007)

1 Andrew Revkin, “Memos Tell Officials How 1o Discuss Climate,” The New Fark Thmes (March &
2007).

™ FWS memomndum To: FW7 All Users; Subject: Foreign Travel — Mew Requirement — Please Review
mnd Comply, Date: March 2, 2007
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Please be advised that all foreign wravel requests (SF 1175 requests) and any
future travel requests involving or potentially involving climate change, sea ice,
and/or polar bears will also require a memorandum from the Regional Director to
the Director indicating who'll be the official spokesman on the trip and the one
responding to questions on these issues, particularly polar bears, including a
statement of assurance that these individuals understand the administration’s
position on these issues,

Below are copies of two memorandums we recently prepared. The first example
(FT Hohn) would be an example yvou could use for someone traveling to a region
where these items could be a potential discussion item, The second example (FT
Approval Perham) is an example of a justification we recently prepared where the
traveler who will specifically be dealing with these issues. Please note you will
need these memao'sjustifications for all tips 1o arcas where these could be
discussion items (i.e. Canada, Russia, Norway, any northemn country),

Please ensure any foreign travel requests coming forward that pertain 1o these
isgues, or raveling 1o these potential areas, have this memorandum in the
package. Thonks!
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SCIENTIFIC COMMUNICATIONS WITH CONGRESS

When it comes 1o scientific uncertainties with such profound policy implications
as climate change, Congress typicallv establishes and funds science agencies and
programs for the purpose of presenting its membership with the best possible science to
inform policymaking. Communication of scientific rescarch to Congress is thus a vital
agency function snd includes congressional testimony, post-hearing questions and
answers (“guestions for the record™), technical drafiing assistance, and congressionally-
mandated reports.  Due 1o its audience of policv-makers, these communications can be
highly “threatening” when an administration’s position and policy agenda may be
perceived as  inadequately responsive to the implications of the science being
commumnicated.

Shortly following the release of the official 2004 media policy, NOAA issued the
second edition of its “Procedures Manual for Congressional Communications,™ " Unlike
media contacts, congressional communications can be long, elaborate, and formal; this is
reflected in the structure of the 1%-page policy. The Office of Legislative Affairs (OLA)
is responsible for coordinating congressional communications, including input, review,
and clearance by relevant parties. Every type of scientilic communication covered in the
manual requires clearance by the Department of Commerce (DOC) and, with the
exception of congressionallyv-mandated reports, the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB). Housed within the Executive Office of the President, OMB oversees federal
agencies with the stated mission of ensuring “that agency reports, rules, testimony, and
pmposcdﬂﬁgjslmim are consistent with the President’s Budget and with administration
policies.”

For example, in the case of congressional testimony, the policy states that:

OLA will coordinate NOAA headquaniers review and clearance of the testimony
and obain clearance from DOC and the Office of Management and Budget....
OLA will address all clearance comments received from DOC and OMB, Edits
and comments not related to policy issues will be handled directly by OLA.
When, in the opinion of (LA, clearance comments imvolve a policy issue, OLA
will make every effort o obtain the views of the NOAA wilness or a policy
official designated 1o act on behalf of the witness.

From the language of the policy, there seems to be no guidance or limitations on the
kinds of edits and comments considered appropriate, or when edits and comments
involve a policy issue — especially in the context of scientific information. In practice
this policy seems to afford the DOC, OMB, and NOAA management a great deal of
latitude in the political review and alteration of scientific content.

™ NOAA Procedures Marmal for Congressional Communications (second edition, Seprember 2004) on fife
with GiAP,
" See hap:wwrw. whitehouse, gov/omb/organization/role him (kast visited on March 23, 2007)
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Testimony and Talking Points

From the perspective of a NOAA lab director, OLA “tend[s] to want 1o rework
the languages of presentations that will be given and [want to] be mwtting."'“
However, according to an inside source, after drafting administration position papers or
congressional Qe As in consultation with the scientific experts or their lab directors,
these documents are handed up from OLA 1o the “policy shop,” housed within the Office
of the Underseeretary and to personnel in the Assistant Secretary’s Office.'™  Especially
when the subject matter is considered sensitive, according 1o our soarce, il is edited 1o
downplay certain conclusions, exaggerate uncertainty, and diston the science while also
trying to maintain credibility. “Realizing that it is pointless, OLA has often stopped
asking certain scientists abowt what (o write in cerlain circumstances as they are certain 1o
get completely rewntten :n:.-wuy."'“

Two points of contact in the review lrequently associated with these oflices are
Jenmifer Sprague, policy advizor and congressional afTairs specialist in the Office of the
Undersecretary, and Dr. Ahsha Tribble, former technical chief of staff and assistant 1o the
retired DOC Assistant Secretary James Mahnn-e:.'.’ T GAPs requests to speak with either
contact were pol responded to.  According to our source, “Jennifer Sprague regularly
Joined conference calls relating to congressional hearings and does not announce that she
has joined, except maybe at the end of the call.”™ Nonetheless, our source adds:

It is very hard to trace who is initiating certain types of changes. Once an answer
(“the administration’s position”) s developed 1o a particular guestion, evervone
knows that the answer has to be used again whenever the topic is addressed again
in the future, It is hard to tell who has developed “the administration’s position”™
and once it is developed, it is everyones job to make sure that all materials are
consistent with that position.

Consider an unpublished intermal document that, according to our source,
emerged recently from the policy shop and that the FOLA record ties 1o Tribble."™ It
appears that this unpublished imtermnal document was finished by February 2006 and
approved at the highest political level in NOAA to prepare Administrator Lantenbacher
and other NOAA representatives with an official set of talking points for use in fiscal
vear 2007 congressional budget hearings, climate hearings testimony, or climate briefings
for congressional offices. Om page 18 of the document, the Q& As deal with hurmicanes

1™ Ancnymius b director, communications with Masssarni (October 19, 2006) recond on file with GAP,
1': Ancnymous NOAM alficer (May 6, 2006) necord on file with GAF.

Thid
177 Tribble now serves o an executive oflicer in NOAMA's Tropical Prediction Center.
'™ DAR QfAs on variouws fopics including =Abrupt Climate Change,” =Climaze Change Science Project
Budget,” “NOAA's position on clemste change,” “Trunsfer of Research to Operntions/Application,”
“Article on MASA Murrling Scientists” (undated). GAP Augusi 9 2008 parr § NOAA FOIA response
imelaied pg 26-75; Emml From: Tnbble; To: Enc Wiehster, Date: February 13, 2006, Subject: NOAA
Scientists GAP Moy 30, 2008 NOAA FOLA response pg 48, 34-57; and Email From: Mermam Mo, Ta
Trbble; Date: Febraary 1, 2006; Subject: QA on muzzling scaentists (FAF dugust 9, 204 part 3 NOWA
FOid responise pg. 583 601,
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and climate change. In response to whether global climate change is responsible for the
mcreased 20035 hurricane activity, the document states that “available research indicates
incrensed hwricane activity can be explained by natural eveles....” Omly later in the
“huckground™ is it admined that available research. including from its own GFDL lah,
indicates a possible small effect.  Interestingly, hurricane and climate change Q&As
obtgined from summer 2005 more readily highlight that “there is not enough sciemtific
evidence 1o determine whether the warming has increased the frequency of hurricanes”
though in doing so they ignore the issue of hurricane intensity.™ By October 3, 2005,
PAO talking points distributed to the Climate Program Office and the State Department
read: “NOAA supports the view that there is no verifiable link between observed climate
change and the intensity and frequency of the most recent Atlantic hurricane season,™'™
According to our source, “1 remember that this was about the time NOAA HO stopped
asking for input from our scientists on the topic and the answers seemed to be coming
from mysterious sources, ™!

Another set of internal documents leaked to our investigation affirms that political
editing reaches bevond the “mysterious sources™ at NOAA senior management.  The
documents are drafl responses to questions for the record (QFEs) submitted by Senators
Daniel Inouye (D-HI) and Frank Lautenberg (D-NJ) following an April 26, 2006,
Commerce, Science, and Transportation Committee hearing on “projected and past
effects of climate change.™"™ They include comments and edits from scientists and from
the OMB, the Environmental Protection Agency. the Department of Energy, and the
executive Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP) compiled by Noel Tumer,
the NOAA legislative alfairs specialist in charge of coordinating clearance and review of
congressional communications.  In the first drafl, suggested text from OMB attributed
global warming fo increasing water vapor, in reliance on a quote taken o of context
from a scientific paper by Drs. Karl and Trenberth, '™ Comments by Dr. James Butler,
Deputy Director of GMD, in a subsequent drafl attempted to clanfy that this is not what

™ “Compiled Climate Chinge (3_A's and Hummcane ©_A version 6-22-05 | lam™ an file with GAF.,

™ Emnil From: Smullen; To. Susan Povenmire, Dute: November 3, 2005, Subject press guilanee on
climate change & hurmcanes Thacker complete NOAA FOld po 144,

™ To be sure, CED) readily suggests agency talking points when communicating policy issues.  Around
August 2005, CEQ Chief of Sl Dr. Bryan Hannegan forwarded NCDC Director Tom Earl, by way of
Ahahn Tribble, a set of talking points m anticipation of media attention surrounding three soon-1o-be
released papers on temperature trends that confirm global warming  The wbing points laud the
ndmmistration’s suppont of and commitment 1o climate change science. Email From: Ahsha Tmbble, To
Laborde; Date: August 11, 2005, Subject: Suggested response Subject: NYT story on temperature trends
Thacker complete FOIA response pg. 68-7],

= “Tracked 4 26 06 Climate QFRs OMB-revisions™ on file with GAP, “Tracked 4 26 06 Climate QFRs
ONB™ o file with GAF. Similarly, CEQ) has reviewed and cleared congressional questions submitted to
the EFA on climate change. Email From: Stanley Sclul; To: Phlip Cooney:, Diate: May 29, 2003, Subject:
FOR COMMENT - another EPA Q&A on climate change available af

hitpe/fwrww whatehouse gov/ceq/Toia/indexd/arms_ 725 pdf (last visied on March 23, 2007)

! [rsuye question 2, comments ADAS and ntS, “Tracked 4 26 06 Climate QFRs OMB-revisions™ o file
with GAP, Anomymous NOAA lab deector, interview with Masssarani (June 1, 2006) record on file with
GAP.
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was meant, but OMB seemed 1o insist on keeping the Im&lunge. Finally, OMB appeared
to accept a change to the language made by Karl himself,'

In a later comment, OMB recommends removing the phrase, “[hjowever, healthy
coral recl ecosvstems are important 1o both the fisheries and tourism industries and
negative impacts on these ecosystems could affect these industries™ because it is deemed
redundant and unnecessary after the opening sentence of the paragraph: “The full range
and magnitude of the biological and biogeochemical effects of ocean acidification are
still 0 uncertain that a reliable and gquantitative estimate of the likely socio-gconomic
effects is not yet possible.™™

Comments and emails from other agencies also raise concems about potentially
inappropriste editing. although this may ultimately be a matter of scientific judgment. In
comment 7 of the later draft, DOE proposed the following change of wording:"

In addition to impacts resulting from ocean acidification, marine ecosystems will
also respond 1o other climate- and human-induced siresses (e.g., Increasing sea
surface temperature, rising sea level, overfishing, ete.). N is difficult to determine
the combined effect these stressors will have, and the precise timing of any
impacts. The presumption in these statements is that any increases in sea surface
temperature and sea level will be stressors of ocean systems, and by definition of
the words stresses and stressors, will have an adverse impact on marine
ecosystems, Suggest that the word “stresses” and “stressors” be replaced with a
maore neutral term such as “changes” because there is still a relatively poor
scientific understanding and limited =cientific basis for predicting how ocean
ecosyslems, in general, will respond 1o changes in temperature, pH, and sea level.

A later question by Lautenberg asks what effect rapid climate change could have
on extinctions, and how this contrasts with the effects of slower natural climate cych-s.'“'
The response given is “Yes, it would be fair to say that survival of many species during
glacial c}'clingﬂlikcly provides no assurance that there will be few extinetions as a result
of warming. ™™ In tum, DOE has Tumer make the following minor addition with the
effect of completely undermining the original response: '™

As onginally written, this sentence implies it s likely there will be more
extinctions. s this necessanly the case? Does the literature support this? (Indeed,
one could argue (and some have) that in a warmer world there will be more
biodiversity, not less.) Does this statement just apply to the oceans? Suggest
inserting, if’ appropriate, the parenthetical phraze “{or more)” between “few”™ and
“extinctions” in the sentence above,

M See Inouve question H2, comment ADAS, “Tracked 4 26 06 Climate QFRs OMB-revistons™ on file with
GAP.
™ Inouye question £5, comment ntl0, “Tracked 4 26 06 Chimate QFRs OMB-revisions™ an file with GAP,
™ Inouye question #4, comments nt7, “Tmcked 4 26 06 Climate QFRs OMB-revisions” on file with GAP.
:: Lautenberg quesion 0%, “Tracked 4 26 06 Climate QFRs OMB-revisions™ on fle with GAP

Thid
" Ibid Comment na25
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The response to this same question on extinctions continues with “[c]urrent
climate conditions are reaching outside of the range (of temperature, precipitation, ocean
pH, and atmospheric circulation) experienced during the glacial eveles.” DOE then has
Tumer change “are”™ 1o “may.,” justifyving the edit solely on the basis nrlempemlm'e:'“

The recent NAS [National Academy of Sciences] study had “a high level of
confidence™ that global temps. [sic] are higher than at any time since 1600 but had
“less confidence™ in statements that global temps. are higher now than from 900
to 1600 and had “very little confidence”™ in statements of temps, prior to 200, If in
NOAA's view the NAS report reflects the Istest scientific thinking on this issue,
suggest changing “are” to “may be™ to take this into account. Altermatively, keep
“are” but start the semtence with “There 15 some evidence suggesting that
current...”

The process for preparing and presenting wrilten and oral testimony is slow and
dominated by non-science staff and high-level management. It rarely allows research
scientists o communicate directly and openly 1o Congress, When direct contact does
take place, the agency has also imposed various restrictions.  On March 29, 2004,
Lautenbacher re-circulated a 2001 memorandum by then Commerce Secretary Donald
Evans, which required all communications to be coordinated and monitored by the Office
of Legislative Affairs.'™" On April 15, 2003, presumably in response 1o a budget scandal
with the failing National Polar-orbiting Operational Environmental Satellite Svstem,
NOAA Chiel Financial Officer Maurcen Wylie disseminsted a memorandum 1o all
NOAA emplovess applying the media policy to congressional communications.'™  An
October 2005 document oblained i our investigations set oul procedures specific to
direct and'or unplanned congressional communications.  The policy requires that
“information and materials™ and “meetings or phone calls with congressional
representatives or stff and presentations where congressional stafl have been invited or
can reasonably be expected to attend must be cleared through OAR headgquarters and sent
up through the NOAA Office of Legislative Affairs """

A comparison of two emails involving congressional site visits 1o GFDL by New
Jersey congressmen shows disparate treatment between Representative Rush Holt (D=NI)
and Senator Lautenberg. "™ Although GFDL is permitted to begin working “informally”
on the invitation for the former, Jason Robertson, OLA congressional affairs specialist,

™ i Comment mM26

"™ Emnil From: Loutenbacher, Date: March 29, 2004; Subject Congressional Contacts Memorandum
Greenpeoce select hnrricane NOAA FOLL nesponse pg. 24,

" From Maureen Wylie, Date: April 15, 2005 Subject: Communications with External Groups N4
GAF July 31, 2006, part | NOAA FOIA pg 34, Accarding to an inside source, there has traditionally been
linke cooperation between the MOAA PAD and OLA, however this may change with the recent hining of
Roandes Exler s OAR Communications Director

1“1 10305 Procedures for Communicating with Congress (OARC) on file with OAP

"™ Email From: Brian Groes; Date: July 25, 06, Subject: Invitation to Rush Holt for a visit to GFDIL and
Email From: Jason Roberison, Diste: Cctober 5, 2006; Subject: M1 Senator on file with GAF,
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outlines a “standard operating procedure™ to be followed for Lautenberg. '™ This requires
GFDL to inform OLA of “which research areas would the lab like to brief the Senator on;
what is the relevance to the Senator; and how do they fit into NOAA' prionties?” The
email ends, “Also, I'm not swre from vour message when vou're thinking about
scheduling this visit; however, | would suggest aiming for the March or April 2007
recess, There are some pragmatic reasons for my recommendation, which I'd be glad 1o
discuss...."  Incidentally, Lautenberg sils on the Senate Commerce, Science, and
Transportation Committee, which has jurisdiction over NOAA

Congressional Reports

NOAA is the lead agency of the U8, Climate Change Science Program (CCSP
an interagency effort to integrate federal research on climate and global change.'
Formed in 2002, the CCSP incorporated oversight of bath the longstanding U8, Global
Change Research Program (USGCRP) and President Bush's 2000 Climate Change
Research Initintive (CCRI), as well as responsibility for complionee with the
requirements of the Global Change Research Act of 1990 (GCRA), The GCRA includes
requirements for an annual report 1o Congress and the peniodic publication of a ten-vear
strategic plan for the program.  As such, the CCSP is responsible for producing Cher
Changing Planet (OCP), an annual report required by the 1990 Act, and has undertaken
the development of 21 Scientific Synthesis and Assesament Reponts (SARs) pursuant to a
July 2003 Strategic Plan,

Om June 1, 20035, Rick Pilte, Senior Associste in the CCSP Office, issued a
memorandum to the CCSP principals explaining the grounds for his March 11, 2005
resignation.'” Piltz wrote:

The problem is manifested especially at the paints at which the key scientifically
based assessments of climate change touch on the arenas of policvmaking and
research planming. The administration will nol accept and use appropriately the
findings and conclusions of the national and mtemational climate assessments,
and it hinders and even prevents the climate science program from doing so. In 14
vears — 10 vears working with the program and, before that, with the House
Science Committee — | have seen the program and its leadership go through a lot
of changes. Each administration has a policy position on climate change. But 1
have not seen a situation like the one that has developed under this administration
during the past four vears, in which politicization by the White House has fed
back directly into the science program in such a way as to undermine the
credibility and integrity of the program in itz relationship to the research
community, to program managers, to policvmakers, and to the public interest,

" These procedures do nod scem to be specified in the “Procedures for Communicating with Congress
(OARC)”

™ CER s participating departments and agencies include NASA, DOC, EPA, NSF, DOE, USGS, USDA,
HHS, DOIL DOD, D3OS, DOT, USAID and the Senithsonsan Institution. [t i overseen by OSTP, OMB, and
CEQ

1 pick Piltz, memorandim on “Cn bsues of Concern About the Governance and [hrection of the Chmaste
Change Science Program ™ (June 1, 2005
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This peliticization is manifested in how the high-level CCSP governance process
works, especially in the relationship between administration political officials and
agency program managers; in how climate science is expressed in program
reports; and in how the programs “decision supporl,” asscssment, and
communication functions are being framed and developed. There are numerous
examples, and some indications that the situation may have worsened since the
November 2004 clection. I will focus on just a few of them that have been
particularly significant in shaping my own view of the programy, its direction and
leadership, and thus in influencing my decision to object and resign.

Pilte went on to describe how the White House Council on Envirenmental Quality
(CEQ) — most notably its Chiel of Stafl’ Plulip Cooney, a non-scientist and former ol
lobbyist — became inappropriately involved in program govemance and editing of its
reports in such a wa;gus 1o advance the administration’s position on climate change
politics and policy.™™  This included 100s of handwritten edits to the first and final
drafts of the CCSP Straregic Plan and FY2003 OCP prior to clearance by CEQ for
publication. A double-digit percentage of the alterations — which became widely
publicized once leaked 1o and published by The New Fork Times shonly after Pl
resignation — had the effect of weakening and slanting text about the state of scientific
knowledge and introducing or exaggerating imcertainties.'™ Although many of these
edits never made it into the published version due to significant push-back from CCSP
management, they undoubtedly delayed the process and sent chilling signals to scientists
and career bureancrats. A few days after his role was widely reported in the media,
Cooney resigned and took up a position that had already been secured for him at
ExxonMobil.

= pilez alse notes the distasteful April 2002 “ouster” by Admirml Lautenbacher and OSTP Director Fohn
Magburger of Margaret Lemen, chair of the USGURP. Earler in February 2001, the National Resources
Defense Council obtained a fax dated February 6, 2001 by Exvonhdob lobbyis Randy Randol to the CEQ
urging the dismissal of IPCC char Dr. Robert Watson and chief scientist af the World Hank, s well as
OSTP Associate Director for Environment Dr. Roaina Bierbaum, Jeffrey Miotoe of the State Depaniment,
and LISGCRP senior scwenlisd D Wichael MncCracken avarilable ar
hitp Awww nede, orgmedin'docs 020403 pdf (bast visited on March 23, 2007), Needless to say, the Bush
administraticn blocked Watson's reelection as IPCC chairman, failed 1o renew Bierbaum s appomtment 1o
OSTP, and “harnssed™ Miotke out of the position. Letter From: MacCmcken, To: Raymoend (CEO of
ExxmonMobal), Dmte: Seplember 26, 2002 mailable at  hitp fwww climatesciencewntch org Tile-
uploadsMacCrcken-Fxowon pdf (last visited February 2007). 32% and 15% of UCS survey respondents
perceived or expenienced, respectively, “[c]hangesfedits during review that change[d] the meaning of
scientific (indings” Survey of Federn! Chmnte Scientists, UCS Scientific Integrty Progmm (2006)
ion #19

mw Revkin, “Bush Aide Edived Clmate Reports,™ The New Fork Times (June 8, 2005), Anonynoas
NOAA director, imerview with Maasssrand (June 1, 2006) record on file with GAP; Rick Piliz
memorandum on “On lssues of Cancern Abowt the Oovermance and Darection of the Chmate Change
Science Progmm™ (June 1, 2005} For an example of proposed CECQ text addstions that selectively pick
from the scientific lileratume 1o emphasize uncertamty, sce Email From: Bryan Hannegan, Too Jell
Holmstend, Date: Jupe 19, 2003, Subject Climate Change Text Suggestions ovailable of
e weww whitehouse goviceg Toin'mdex3/arms_ 753, pdf (last vissied on March 23, 2007)
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Countering charges at a June 8, 2005, White House press briefing that Cooney’s
involvement and background may have been inappropriate, Scott McClellan states:™

He's one of many people who are involved in the interagency review process,
including those 15 federal agencies, and the White House offices like the Office
of Science and Technology Policy and the Council en Environmental Quality,
And the Office of Science and Technology Policy is very ably led by Dr.
Marburger; he i a well-respected scientist. And they are very involved in that
interageney review process. And that office not only is involved in the review
process, but signs off on these reponts before they go outl

In his response to July 20, 2005, questions for the record (QFRs) from Senator
John Kerry (D-MA), Dr. James Mahoney, director of CCSP by virtue of his position in
NOAA, defended CEQ's proposed edits as appropriste and mere suggestions,™
Testifying to the matter before the House Oversight and Government Reform Commitiee
on March 19, 2007, Cooney acknowledged that some of the changes were made 1o “nhgn
these communications with the administration’s stated policy on climate change. ™™ He
argued that he had had “the authonty and responsibility 1o make recommendations 1o the
documents in question, under an established interagency review process™ and that these
“recommendations™ largely reflected Ihc findings of a 2001 climate report by the
Mational Academy of Sciences (\.ﬁ.‘i}

Piltz credited Mahoney's behind-the-scenes support of scientists and his “push
back™ for the fact that many damaging edits never made it into the final publication. The
few sources with a close professional relationship mterviewed for these investigations
believed that Mahoney, like many NOAA high-level managers, was under tremendous
political pressure and may have al tmes faced difficult, often compromising, decisions
pitting science against p-:litic.s.m On June 9, 2005, Representative Henry Waxman (I-
CA) and Kerry requested a GAQ investigation 1o evaluate the document changes and
other efforts by White House ol'ﬁciﬁ[s and agency political appointees with regard to
federally-funded climate science,™ This was followed by a similar request by Senators
Lautenberg (D-NJ) and Harry Reid (D-NV) on June 29, 20057 and again by

*= See hitpwww whitehouse govinews releases 200506 20050608-2 Mmi#d (st visited on March 23,

2007).

™ FR= from Senators Inouve, Kerry, Lautenberg, and McCam (July 20, 2005) GAP dugiss 8, 2006, part

2 WA FolA response pg. 27-48,

2 suren Morello, “House probe turms 10 role of Cheney's office,” Environmuent and Energy Daily (March

ﬂ}ﬂnl Josef Heben, “Official defends editing of climate papers,” Azsocinied Fress (March 19, 2007,

™ Anorymous NOAA director, interview with Maassarani (June 1, 2006} secord on file with GAP, Jerry

Mahiman, imerview with Manssarant (April 6, 2006) record on file with GAP, Reck Piltz, mterview with

Masssarani (March 8, 2006)

* Letter From: Kemy, Wwaman, To: Comptroller General David Walker, Date: June 9, 2005 availobie af

hitpffoversaght house. gos Diocum enta 200506031 S0303- 39092 pdf (last visited on harch 23, 2007).

* Specifically, Loutenberg ond Reid nsked the GAD to “determine the legahity of actions™ taken by CE()'s

Plul:p Coonay, Press relense (Jume 29, 2003) meluding Letter to Walker available ar
tp./autenberg senate govinewsoom/record cfmTpd=2545368& (last visited on March 23, 2007

Au.mi:mln a FOlAcd emnil from Leah Harrelson, this caused panic at the DOC Office of Legislative and
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o

Representative David Wu (I-0R) on May 2, 2006,
pending an outcome,

These GAQ investigations are still

O July 20, 2006, under the leadership of Chairman Tom Davis (R-VA) and
ranking member Henry Waxman, the House Govemnment Reform Committee initiated an
inguiry into these actions by the CEQ.™™ By September 20, 2006, in response to CEQ
protests that the document requests were too burdensome, the Committee had agreed to
limit the time frame, the number of identified officials, and two out of five request
criteria. In the following two months, “Committee staff was permitted to conduct an in
camera review al CEQ offices of a select subset of the documents... that appear to
contain evidence of a vigorous effort by senior administration officials to downplay the
certainty and negative impacts of global warming ™™ On January 30, 2007, however,
Representatives Waxman and Davis wrote a letter to CEQ Chairman James Connaughton
expressing their displeasure that — despite two extensions, a significan! narowing of the
scope of their requests, and the identification of specific documents — the CEQ had
largely tendered only redacted records previously made public under Fola™ Ata
February 20 meeting, CEQ) aides finally agreed to provide the committee one box of
responsive documents per week ™' That same day, Citizens for Responsibility and
Ethics in Washington, a nonprofit legal watchdog, filed a lawsuit against CECQ for failure
to respond adequately to its FOLA requests. ™

The intense media serutiny, increased Congressional oversight, and resignation of
Philip Cooney seem to have produced a climate of greater trust and openness at the
CCSP.  According to scientists involved in the first Synthesis and Assessment Report
released May 2, 2006, there were no inappropriate edits at the final stages of executive

Intergovemnmenta] Affuirs as it was around the time that four DOC nominees were to go through the Senate
confemation process.  Email From: Homrelson, To: Wienecke, Cohen, Raydesr, Mahoney, Tnbble,
Anderson, Date: June 30, 2005, Subpect: Former White House Climate Change Official May Have
Violated Federal Law Say Lawmakers (Press release, 29 June 2003) GAF August 8 2006, part 3 NOA4
FOIA response pg. 200-08

27T W requested that the GAD “investigate reports of meidences and likely effects of imposing political
litmus tests (unrelated to their work) for science appointees, the withholding, delay, or politically motivated
editing of scientific reports, and the effects on freedom of inquery for both federnl and non-federnl
scoeniists.” Press release (May 2, 2006) avarlable ar

hittp:/ www house gov ‘appa/Tist press/ond]_ww/prlS02 006G AC himl (last vissed on March 23, 2007). On
May 12, 2006, Wy and Representative Bart Gordon (T-TN) wrote Pressdent Bush o letter in which they
stated, “At NOAA, the evidence 5 in that o monumental fulure of leadership and management has
occurred .. We urge you to immediaiely inervene and replace [MOAA Adminstrator Conrad] Lawenbscher
and [Deputy Undersecretnry John J. Kelly, Jr. ], holding them accountable for the dismal failure at NOAA ™
See httpo/democrats science house gov MediaFile' AdminLetters'wh_noaa_dismissals | 2may06.pdl (last
visited on March 23, 2007).

¥ Letter From: Davis, Waxman, To: Connsughton; Date: July 20, 2006, on file with GAP, Damen
Samuelsohn, “House panel 1o review claims of White House censorship,” Greanmwire (July 20, 2006)

¥ Henry Waxman, House Owersight and Government Reform Committee memomndum regarding CEQ
documents (January 30, 2007,

0 etter From: Wasaman, To: Connaughton; Date: January 30, 2007 on file with (i4P; Letter From: Davis,
Waxman, To: Connaughton; Diate: September 20, 2006, o file with GAF.

11 etter From Waeeman; To Connaughton; Date: February 26, 2007 on file with GAF,

B CREW Sues Council on Environmental Quality Over Global Warming Documents,” CL5 Mewswire
(February X0, 2007)
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review, which resulted in a robust scientific product.’”  Indeed, as stated in the final
prospectus for the repont, issued February 2, 2005 - and reflecting similar language to the
final prospecti of all subsequent reports — “if [upon review| the CCSP Imeragency
Committee determines that further revision is necessary, their comments will be sent to
the lead ageney for consideration and resolution by lead authors™™  The CCSP
Interagency Commitiee compnses the NOAA Acting Director, thirteen agency principals,
and executive office liaisons such as CEQ), OMB, and OSTP. The prospectus goes on o
require cleprance from the National Science and Technology Council (NSTC), whose
comments “will be addressed by the CCSP Interagency Commitiee in consultation with
the lead and supporting agencies and the lead authors. ™™

Monetheless, reflecting the concemns of others in our investigation, Dr. Michael
MacCracken - a senior scientist whose nine-vear assignment with USGCRP ended in
2002 - continues 1o be cautious.”™ MacCracken notes that the official revised 2004
Guidelines for Producing Climate Change Science Program (CCSF) Synthesis and
Assessment Products (SAPs) still fails to grant lead authors final review, violating at least
the spirit of the Federal Advisory Committee Act (FACALY In a lengthy letter to
colleagues explaining his February 2003 resignation from the post as CCSP lead author
for the LLS, State of the Carbon Cyele Report (SOCCR) SAP 2.2 on the North American
Carbon Budget and Implications for the Global Carbon Cyele,”"® Dr. Eric Sundquist
wrode that he: ™'

couldnt explain or defend 1o other scientists the new guidelines for government
review and approval of the report as the authors of the study may nol retain
authority over the final content of the report... Furnther clanification is needed 1o
determine what aspects of the report might be chimged during the final review and
approval process, and whether the authors” independent scientific judgment will
be retained.

As MacCracken points out — and on which basis he declined an invitation 1o
review the SOCCR SAP — there are, with the 2004 Guidelines unchanged, no assurances

2 Tom Wigley, interview with Magssarani {April 5, 2006) record on file with GAF. One source did reveal
“an meident where one of the panel members, after agresing 1o text in Chicago, appasently talked 10
political or other comacts in DiC and forced the advisory committee to have o conference call and thas ked 1o
some minar changes in the report’s abstract—so the way the report was influenced was through one of the
members they had appointed fo the panel ™ Ancnymous scientist, communications with Maassarmn (June
&, 2006) record oo file with GAF.

W Zee hapwww climntescience gov/Library/zap/zap1 -1 sapl - | prospectus-final Wm#6 (last visited on
March 23, 2007)

® fhid

M Mike MacCracken, communications with Masssarani (May 27, 2006) recard an file with (AP,

T EACA aims 1o ensuse the tinsparency and independence of information rendered by “[a]ny comminge,
board, commission, council, confierence, panel, task force, or other samilar group, or any subcommittee or
subgroup thereol. .. which is... established or utilized by one or more agencies.™ 5 ULSC. App. 2 §3(2HC)
% Note the carbon cycle chapter of the CCSP Sirategic Plan lays out SOCCH as “a series of incrensingly
comprehenaive and informative repons abowt the status and trends of carbon emissions and sequestration ™
The first SOCCR report was abio to serve as SAP 2.2

* Letter from Sundquist to colleagues (undated) on file with GAF,
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that the prospecti approved by the political appointees for the nest Synthesis and
Assessment, due in the second quarter of 2008 will retain adequate safeguards. ™
Similarly Dr. Susan Solomon, a senior scientist al NOAAS acgronomy lab and co-chair of
the IPCC, has stated that:

[AJuthors must have independence in their work if the reports are 1o be credible.
Agencies, CCSP pnncipals, OSTP, or others should not have oversight, and they
certainly should not have a right of final review, Many people can and should
participate in providing writlen review comments, but any oversight mechanisms
should myvelve only distinguished scientists,

“Palitical editing™ is not the only concern shared by Drs. MacCracken, Sundquist,
Solomon, and others, Consider a paragraph from the SOCCE SAP 2.2 draft
FMMUS:“.

The funding award has been set up such that the TS, Government will not exen
management or control over the activities of the comtractor nor will U8,
Government officials play a role in selecting authors, holding mectings, setting
the agenda, or drafling the final report. NOAA has determined that this approach
to produce SAP 2.2 does not require a FACA committee,

In June 2004, Sundquist and Dr. Lisa Dilling submitted lh:irumnlicited;‘[tmpmﬂ
for SAP 2.2, one based on high stakeholder involvement and an open process.”™ Seven
months later, managing officials of the CCSP Carbon Cyele Interagency Working Group
“strongly urged” them to merge their submission with a draft proposal that had been
prepared by a group from Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL) ™ The ORNL drafi
included an outling of the proposed contents and a list of suggested authors, Some of
these authors had been recruited with assurances by ORNL scientists that the proposal
was prepared “in response 1o encouragement from the Department of Enng}'."n‘
Contrary to Dilling and Sundguist’s original unsolicited proposal, the final merged
proposal was written in compliance with explicit guidelines from program managers that

9 0 (ke MaeCracken, communicstions with Maassarsni (May 27, 2006) recerd on file with GAP, SOCCR
invitation letter from Koblinsky o MacCracken (Apnl 26, 2006) on file with GAP,

= hatp/wwew climatescience gov/Library sap'sap2-2/sap3-2prospectus-firal him (bast visised on March 26,
2007} Tule 43, Code of Federnl Regulstions (CFR), Chapler 1, Federn] Acquisition Regulations, Subparnt
15.603(c)) stntes “A valid unsolicited proposal must . (3) Be prepared without Government supervision,
endorsement, direction, or deect Government imvolvement.”

2 Erie Sundquist, interview with Masssarnni (Movember 10, 2006) record on file with GAP,

¥ il Mote that the ORML dmft proposal was submitted to DOE. The DOE "Gusde for the Submission
of Unsolicited Proposals™ sates that “an unsolicited proposal may be accepted by DOE of & 5
i thy eriginmed without Govemment supervision ™

! Emaal From Tom Wilbanks, To: Bob Harriss, Date: December 2003 o file with GAP, quoted in (nnd
oblained in response o) Sundguist’s public comments on the dmit SAP 22 prespectus aviailable ar
hetp:fwww climitescience gov Library sap/sap2-2/sap2- 2prospectus-comments. him (last visited on hMarch
25, 00T, Sew alvo Emnil From: Stan Wullschleger, To: Jennifer Jenking, Dte: December 10, 2003,
Subject An Invitation on file with GAF. This “informal solicitation” contradicts the SAP 2.2 prospectus,
which provides for unsolicited proposals only.  See hapiwww chimatescience gov/Libeary/sap/sap2-
2'sapl-Jprospectus-draft htm {last visited on March 25, 2007)
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“encouraged” submitters “to identify content and lead authors as much as is po:saiblc."m
The guidelines also emphasized that, without this information, the proposal would have
to demonstrate how it would conduct a more open process within the schedule taken
verbatim from the ORNL proposal that assumed pre-determined authors and content,™
According to Sundquist, “this degree of agency oversight in the proposal process is not
consistent with [the government]’s stated justification for preparing the SOCCR outside
of FACAHII;E:p:immcm. and has compromised its independence from govemment
mfluence.

Althongh Mahoney had — 10 OSTP's displeasure — insisted that the drafi SAP
reports be posted on the Intermet before final review, there 15 no guaraniee that this
transparency will hold following Mahoney’s retirement in March of 2006.°™ Moreover,
the CCSP office has not been authorized to talk to the press; rather, all questions are
referred to NOAA or the CEQ) chairman. Finally, there is concem about the potential
ability of special interests to legally challenge the compliance of congressional reporis
with various procedural statutory requirements, and thus o delay or block their
completion or dissemination.

Consider the United States National Assessment of the Potential Consequences of
Climate Varability and Change (USNA), transmitted to Congress at the end of 2000
pursuant to the Global Change Research At (GCRAL™  As the National Research
Council of the National Academies noted, the USNA was produced through a process
that included “exemplary™ stakeholder involvement and exhaustive peer review.
Nevertheless, on October 5, 2000, an industry-backed policy group, the Competitive
Enterprise Institmte (CEI), joined by Senator James Inhofe (R-OK) and other co-
plaintifls, filed suit against President Clinton, OSTF, and NSTC alleging violations of the
FACA, the GCRA, and Public Law 106-74,% Following Clinton’s departure from

2 Compiled comments of CCTWG submitted to NCAR (May 14, 2005) on file with GAF, SAR 2.2
Euga':u o Proposers (May 14, 2004) on file with GAF,

|
27 thid  See alve Sundquist, Public Review Comments (February 2 - March 7, 2005) on the Draft
Prospectus for Synthesis and Assessment Product 2.2 availoble af
hittp:Ahararw climatescience. gov/Library sap sap2-2/sap2-2prospectus-comments him {last visied on March
23, 2007). The final SAP 2.2 report 15 due 1o be released March 2007,
ke MacCracken, communications with Masxssarani (May 27, 2006) record on file with GAP.
I According to its website, CEl 5 “a pro-market, public policy group committed 1o advancing the
principles of free enmerprise and limued government, including a focus on global warming, the EPA, and
other enviroremental msues” While CEl does not disclose its sources of funding, ExxonMobal has
contributed over two million dollars to CEI since 1998, based on the comparny’s own data. Recently, CEl
lmmched a CO2 ad campaign promoting the benefits of increased carbon emissions
™ In his memormndum, Rick Piltz writes:

The Mational Assessment was buill on a solid foundation of research supported by the USGCRP
and went through an extensive four-stage expert and public review. [t entrained the contribution
of a distinguished National Assessment Synthesis Team and of hundreds of other scientists and
produced o set of reports that 1o this day remains the most comprehensive and suthoritative
scientifically based nssessment of the potential consequences of climate change for the United
Sates. It was o primary basis for Chapter & on “Impects and Adaptation™ of the LIS Climate
Action Report 2002, which was submitted by the U8 Government pursaant to the national



office, the case was refilled, naming George W. Bush et al. as defendants.  The suit was
ultimately settled, with a joint stipulation that the USNA does not and will not serve as
the basis for any policies, positions or reles of the federal government, but that it
constituted a suhm:smn by a non-governmental body and would be considered by
policymakers as such ™ A memeorandum by Dr. Rosina Bierbaum, the then-Acting
Director of OSTP, clarified for the record that products, even in undisputed compliance
with FACA, do not represent government policy. Nothing in the legal record prohibited
citation of the scientific document.

Then on July 20, 2001, Peter Backlund of the OSTP senior professional stafl’
informed Rick Piltz that the OSTP Chief of Staff, Richard Russell, had directed that all
references to the USNA be deleted from the FY2002 edition of Cur Changing Planet -
the CCSP's first annual mandatory repont to Congress after the USNA was issued, ™
According to Piltz, this incident foreshadowed the disappearance:

of all but the most fleeting and uminformative references to the [LISNA]
throughout all subsequent publications, including most significantly the CCSP
Strategic Plan, the OCP 2003 and OCP 2004-2005 reports to Congress, intermal
documents related to CCSP budget and planning, and documents pertaining to the
development of the current prospective CCSP “synthesis and assessment” reports,
In any review draft of any of these documents that contained even the bricfest
discussion of the Mational Assessment, either the Council on Environmental
Quality or an unatiributed revi lcwcr (but clearly either from CEC) or OSTF) would
call for the text to be deleted.™

Ir. Mahoney has confirmed that federal researchers were restricted from referring
to the USNA™ The March 31, 2003, draft of the CCSP Straregic Plan prepared by the
science program managers contained 12 references to the USNA™ However, the final
printed version offered only one single-sentence reference, which did not include the

reporting requirements of the Framework Convention on Climate Change, after having been
approved by all relevant agencies. In gpate of this being the most complete and most widely
reviewed pesition statement on climate change by this ndmmistration, the L8 Climare Aciion
Report 2002 was almost never mentioned after it was ssued and for some reason does not appear
to be viewed by the admmistration or the CCSF as an official acceptance of National Assessment

findings

o Rick Pibiz, memorandum on “On Issues of Concern About the Governance and Direction of the Climate
Change Science Program™ (June 1, 2003}

M Rick Piltr, Declaration i Suppert of Memomndum of Amici Cumine John Kerry and Jay Inslee
(Februnry 8, 20071 In Apnl 2001, USGCRP discontinued the development of mformational brochures and
CD that had been prepared to drafl form ns part of ouireach for the USNA.  Anonymous scientist,
communications with Maassamani (March 4, 2007) record on file with GAFP.

M A March 5, 2002, email exchange between OME's Robert Tuccillo and CEQ's Cooney entitled
“Revised Clmate Change Report Executive Summary Language”™ suggests there was coordmation between
these two offices vis-o-vis such scientilic reports. See

hitpwwew whitehouse goviceg/Toin/mdex3ceq 23, pdf (last visited on March 23, 2007)

™M Eavironmental Science & Technolegy enling, October 12, 2005,

™ Rick Piltz. Declaration in Support of Memorandum of Amici Curiae John Kerry and Jay Inskee

(February 8, 2007).
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actual title of the report or a rk::.crlp‘tm of the USNA"s process or content and which
remained absent from the I:uhlmg;mph:.' According 10 one source, Drs. Linda Joyce
and Jill Baron ~ lead author nominees of CCSP SAP 4.4 - had their role in the USNA
removed from the bios included in the official prospectus, ™

Furthermore, information (including statistical information) in government reports
s suhj{mt o the Information Qual:w Act (IQA), also known as the Federal Data Quality

Enacted without debate in 2001 as part of a consolidated federal budget bill, the
IQ-\ requires the Executive Branch to develop guidelines to ensure “the gquality,
objectivity, utility, and integrity of information (including statistical information)
disseminated by Federal agencies,” and to “establish administrative mechanisms allowing
affected persons fo seck and obtain correction of information maintained and
disseminated by the agency that does not comply with the guidelines.” Although the 10A
itself contained fewer than 250 words, it is now embodied in extensive guidelines issued
by the OMB, with additional implementation guidelines adopted by each federal
department and agency, overseen by OMB and OSTP. Since the implementation of the
1QA, many petitions for “correction of information™ have reportedly been filed by trade
and indusiry groups seeking to challenge the release of information by federal agencies.
Muost notably, several petitions were filed by the CEl secking withdrawal of climate
model results used in Iln: USNA, although the IQA had not been passed at the time the
report had been drafted ™

Although CED's petitions for correction were denied on the basis of technicalities,
a subsequent lawsuil was settled November 4, 2003 - three months after its filing - by a
“Stipulation of Dismissal With Prejudice.™  This short temaround presumably
preempted the outcome of an investigation by U85, Attomey General John Asherofi
requested by the Attomevs General of Connecticut and Maine on August 11, 2003, The
request was prompied by the documentation of collaborative communications between
CEQY's Philip Cooney and CEl's Myron Ebell and raised the issue of whether the “new
litigation was an improper product of that close relationship [implicating CEQ] in efforts
to undermine the United States” official reports,” Having disputed two of the climate
models presented in the USNA and the 2002 United Stares Climate Action Repart (CAR),
a CEI press release stated “We are pleased 10 see that the federal government has now put

¥ In reviewing the Strategic Plan through the revision process, the Mational Research Council noted that
“one notable exception [to CCSP's genemlly good receptivensss to input] 1s the fact that the revised plan
does not acknowledge the substantive and procedural contributions of the [LPSNAC] The revised plan does
nod reflect an aftempt to addness these concerns, and no rational for this decision has been provided.” NRC
Committes to Review the U5 Climate Change Science Program Strategic Flan, fegplementing Climare v
Global Change Research: A Review of te Final U5, Climare Change Science Program Strategic Flan
I,TN-BUDDS| Academics Press, 2004}

" Ancnymous sclentist, commimications with Masssarani (hune 4, 2006) record on file with GAP, See
also hap:Aeww climatescience gov/Librany/sap/sapd-d/sapd-dprospectus-final ham (lagt visited on March
23, 2007)

B 1 etter from Sundquist to colleagues (undated) ow file with GAF.
¥ See hitp.www whitchouse govices/foin/index3/ceq_3 pdf (last visited on March 23, 2007}
5o hatpwww, pacinst org/mational_nssesament'dismissall 1403 pdf {last visited February 2007),
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the public on notice that the National Assessment is propaganda, not science.”™ As a
result of the stipulations, the web posting of the USNA added the qualifier that the
document was “not subjected to [Federal] Information Quality Guidelines.”™"
According 1o a number of sources, administration officials and CCSP principals have
dismissed further discussion of the USNA with vague allusions to the “legal
requirements” of these settlements, ™"

Although the GCRA requires the CCSP to produce a comprehensive scientific
assessment of its national global change research at least every four years, no subsequent
USNA has ever been prepared.™ In its place, the CCSP 10-year Strategic Plan released
in July 2003 called for the issuance of the 21 Synthesis and Assessment Reporis between
2005 and 2007 In addition 1o the violation of the statutory schedule, a legislative
review requested by Sentors John Kerry (D-MA) and John MeCain (R-AZ) of the
Government Accountability Office “concluded i Apnl 2005 that there is no mdication
that the planned reports will adequately address all the topics required by the GCRA™

H White House Acknowledges Climate report is not subjected to sound science laws,” CEI press release
(Movember 6, 2003) available ar hitp-www ced org/utils'printer. cfm PAID=3740 {last visited on March 23,
2007). Ebell was later quoted saying. “To the degree that it has vanished, we have succeeded ™ “Finger-

inting persists over White House's handling of 2000 repon,” Greemwire (October 3, 2006),

The term “subjected to™ as used on the Web site has a very different meaning than the term “subgect to™
as mentioned by Marburger in a talk on the 1A lawsut to the Amencan Physical Society on Apnil 17,
2005, Tt is nccurate 10 say the Natbonal Assessment Overview and Foundation reports were not “subject 10”
the OSTP guidelines becawse they did not exast when those reports were published. It scems the term
“subjected 10” may have been deliberately chosen over “subject 1™ in order fo suggest that the guidelines
existed when the National Assessment was produced but were not applied to the reports.
¥ Rick Piltz, memorandum on “On [ssues of Concern About the Governance and Direction of the Climate
Change Science Program™ (June 1, 2005} On November 7, a group of notable scientists involved with the
UISNA wrote a letter to Dr. Mahoney that characterized the disclamer as “miskeading and incorrect” and
demanded its retraction. Available o hitpo/f'www pacinst orgmational_assessment/Lir-Jim®: 200 Ehoney-
111003, pdf (last visited on March 23, 2007). To our understanding, there has been no response
M Aecoeding 1o the GORA, 15U.5.C §2036:

On & perioshic basis (not less frequently than every 4 years), the Council, through the Commitiee,
shall prepare and submit to the President and the Congress an asessment which - (1) mtegrates,
evaluntes, and nterprets the findings of the Program and discusses the scientific uncenainlics
associated with such fndings, (2) analyzes the effects of global change on the natural
environment, agncultuse, energy production and use, land and water resources, transportation,
human health and welfare, human social systems, and biclogical diversity, and (3) analyies
current rends in global change, both human-[mduced] and natural, and projects magor trends for
the subsequent 25 to 100 years

' Senator MoCuin, QFR question 82 (July 20, 2005) GAP Augnst % 2008 part 2 NOAA FOM resporise

, 42

'?E GAD “Chmate Change Assessment administmbtion Did Mot Meet Reporing Deadline,” (April 14,
2005).  See alvo John Kemy, letter regarding: “Hequest for National Assesament of Climate Change
Required by the Global Change Research Act of 19907 {August 21, 2006) on file with GAP, According 1o
Filiz and meeting notes he ongmally drafled, Mahoney ncknowledged (conspstent with his prior
representations) that the 21 SAPs were not sulficient 1o satisfy the Act in an Ociober 13, 2004, meeting of
the CCSP principals. However, what became the official “Record of Decisions'Actiona”™ as approved by
Mahoney was altered to state the contrary. Rick Piliz, Declaration in Support of Memorandum of Amicy
Curize John Kemy and Jay Inslee (Febnuary 8, 2007)
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Kerry and MeCain, echoing Rick Pilte and a number of scientists on the subject, have
argued “that the 21 shorer reports cannot substitute for the single, coherent synthesis
required by the GCRA to enable Congress and federal agencies to make informed,
effective decisions to address the impacts of climate change on the United States.”" On
November 14, 2006, the Center for Biological Diversity and other environmental groups
- later supported by an amicus curiag brief filed by Kerrv and Representative Jay Inslee
(D-WA) - sued the Bush administration for faling to produce the overdue USNA
violation of the GCRA™

One CCSP azsessment product that addresses GCRA goals to promote effective
policymaking, SAP 5.2, “Best practice approaches for characterizing, communicating,
and incorporating scientific uncertainty in decisionmaking,” has received sharp eriticism
from the NAS National Research Council:***

There are larger issues in that the draft SAP falls short of the requirements set
forth in the prospectus. The draft does not address all of the specified audiences,
particularly “policymakers, decision-makers, and members of the media and
general public with an interest in developing a fundamental understanding of the
issue.” In addition, the current drafl does not constitute an assessment of the full
range of “best practice approaches” for characlenzing, incorporating, and
communicating uncertainty. It will take a substantial revision of the current
document or the production of a companion document. both of which would
require the involvement of additional authors, to address these larger issues and
additional audiences

M7 John Kerry, letter regarding: “Request for Mational Assessment of Climate Change Kequired by the
Grlobal Change Research Act of 19907 (Augus 21, 2006) on file with GAP, Rick Piltz, “Toward a Second
U5 Mational Climate Change Assessment,” Eor (American Oeophysical Union, December 2005). Rick
Filiz, Declaration in Support of Memorandum of Amicr Curine John Kerry and Jay Inslee (February 8,
2007 an TY 68-70, 77 i Center for Biological Diversity e, al v Dr. William Bremwan ef al (WD, Cal
2007} John Kemy and Jay Inskee, Memorandum of Amici Curise In Support of Plaantiffs” Motion for
Summary Judgment (February 8, 20071, Rick Pibz, Declamtion m Support of Memorandum of Amic
Curine John Kerry and Joy Insbee (February 8, 2007} contended that their failure 1o produce the reports “is
Eurl of a larger pattern of suppressing climate science.”

" For Plnmtiffs’ pleadings, smici, and press releases, see

http/www biologicaldiversity org swebd/programes policy/energy/national-nssessment hml (last visited
on March 23, 2007, As the CCSP had not updated its 2003 Strafegic Plan, their complaint for declurstory
and inpunctive reliel also alleged a violation of the GCRA requirement to “develop a Mational Global
Research Plan... at least once every three years....” 15 US.C §2934. Om December 11, 2006, Inslee,
Representative Wayne Gilchrest (R-MD), and 22 House co-signers sent a letter 10 Willam Brennan, the
Acting Director of the Climate Change Science Program, stating “The fatlure of the CCSP 1o produce a
Mational Assessment report within the tme frame required by low has made 0 more difficult for Congress
to develop a comprehensive policy response to the challenge of global climate change” Available at
hitp:fwww. clmmatesciencewatch org file-uploads House-NA-Itr pdf (last visited on March 23, 2007},

** Committee to Review the U 5. Clmmate Change Science Program’s Synthesis and Assessment Prosduct
5.2, National Research Council, "Review ol the U5, Climate Science Program's Synthesis and Assessment
Product 52, "Best Pmetice Approaches for Chamacterinng, Communicating, and Incorporating Scientific
Uncertainty in Climate Decisions Making,™ (2007) availsble ar htp:www_nap.edu/catnlog] 1873 himl
(Rast visited on March 25, 2007)
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Evidence suggests that CCSP/NOAA congressional products are not the only
reports that raise concems. The 2002 Climate Action Report (CAR), which incorporated
some of the USGCRP's work, suffered a similar fate as the USNA.  Pursuant to the
reporting requirements for signatories of the UN. Framework Convention on Climate
Change (UNFCCC), the strongly-worded repont was prepared by the EPA, received
approval by all the relevant agencies, and submitted to the UNFCCC Secretariat by the
State Department.  Although it emphasized adaptation to, and not mitigation of, climate
change, Andrew Revkin of The New York Times wrote that it stood in “sharp contrast to
prior statements on climate change by the administration.”™  On June 3, 2002, in an
email obtained by FOILA, CEl's Ebell offered 1o help CEQ's Cooney manage the “erisis™
and help “cool things down.”™!  Indeed, after the CAR was shipped to the UN with no
accompanying press release or announcement, President Bush downplayed the report as
having been “put out by the burcaucracy™ and it was rarely ever mentioned again, = All
this despite an op-ed by CECQ) chair James Connaughton rebuffing Revkin's assertion that
there has been a change in rhetoric. ™

! sndrew Revkin, “U 5. Sees Problems in Climnte Change,” The New Fork Times (June 3, 20021 MNoting
that the “primary mipact on the NWS PACs and scientists & the suggestion in the report that Global
Warming is going to have an impact on the LS. weather, including more heat waves and coastal storms,”
NW3 public affairs chiel Carrey Curtis forwarded the articke in an email asking staff to “refer all media
mquires whout the repart or ghobal warming in general to NOAA HOY" Emadl From: Frank Lepore; To: Jana
Goldman, Date: June 6 2002, Subject: Japanese TV inquiry regarding global warming G4F Awgust 9,
2006, part 3 NCAA FOIA response pg. 87-101,

#! Onoe again suggesting o collsbarative relntionship, the emnil goes on to urge Coaney 1o disavew the
Climate Action and National Assessment repons, adding ~If it were only this one little disaster we could all
lock arms and wenther the assault, bin this adminisiration has managed, whether through incompetence or
imbention, 1o create one disaster after another and then 1o expect iis allies to clean up the mess™ Several
similar emails on file with the suthor illuminate Cooney's. a5 well &s Connaughton’s, relationship with
CEL  See, e.g, hupiwww whitehowse gov/ceq/foin'mdex3iceq 4 pdil (last visited on Masch 23, 2007)

Howewver, CEl was not unique in this regard. In another FOLA document dated Jame 12, William O Keefe,
President of the George . Marshall Instituse — an ExxondMobil-supported think tank that works 1o debunk
munstream climate science - faxed Cooney o copy of a letter written 1o White House Chaef of Staff
Andrew Card that reads: “I am writing about the recently released mational assesament, which seems
completely inconsisterd with the President’s policy and expressed views on the subject” and goes on 1o
suggest that the sdmimistration have a semior person on the White House staff 1o coordinate
commumnications on climate change and make sure evervone wns “on the same page, with the same
measmge. " hitp:waw whitchouse gov 'ceg/foia'mdex]gp who 4 pdf (last visited on March 23, 2007) It
was shortly thereafter that Cooney took on 8 more active ol in CCSP governance and editing of repons

Rsck Filiz, Declaration in Suppont of Memorandum of Amici Cunne John Kerry amnd Jay Inslee (February £,
H00TL See alse CEI's “Frnal Joint Letter to President Bush on Climate Action Report 20027 (June 7, 2002)
availobie ar hitp:fwww whitehouse goviceq/fom/index3/arms 202, pdf {last vesited on March 23, 2007).

#2 Rick Pilte, memornndum on “On lssues of Concern About the Governanece and Direction of the Climate
Change Science Program™ (June 1, 2005%, “Slow Approach 1o Climate Change™ Assocrated Press (July 11,
20021 In fct, the final May 28, 2002, document submitted o the UNFOOC was modified 1o repest “two
text boxes describang the uncertainty in climate change regional projections and mpacts. ™ Talkmg Points
on the U5 Climate Action Report (September 3, 2002) avatlable ar

g/ www.whitehouse. gov/ceq/foin/index 1 igp_amms 406 a1 p<df (last visited on March 23, 2007)

1 James Connaughton, “Letter 10 the Editor,” The Now York Times (June 10, 2002), Se¢ also Final Press
Guadance (June 6, 2002) cleared by the State Department, CEQ, EPA, NOAA, USDA, and DOE avatlable
ar httpolfwww whitehouse gov/ceq/Toia/index 1 /gp_arms_180_att 1 pdf {last visited on March 23, 2007)

Prior to josing the White House, Connaughton worked in the environmental practice group of Sidley
Austin Brown & Wood, which represents a varsety of incustry groups m environmental criminal defense,
regulntory practice, and environmental tors and litigations
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The fourth CAR was required by Article 12 of the UNFOCC no later than
Jamuary 1, 2006."" The review drafl of the report - announced by the State Depanment
as publicly-available in the summer of 2005 — is still not forthcoming, though a draft was
leaked 1o The New York Times in early March 2007.%  Although CEQ spokeswoman
Kristen Hellmer blamed the delay on the “exilensive inleragency review pmcess,“m
GAP's nside sources complamed that any such process 15 marred by a lack of personnel
and adequate lrampmmy."" Presumably, the report is still caught up in EOP-level
review and clearance due to chapler six, the traditiomally “sensitive” section on
“Vulnerability Assessment, Climate Change Impacts, and Adaptation Measures™ and
the government’s failure to fill recently vacated senior staff positions, ™

In June 2003, the EPA encountered more problems with the publication of ils
first-ever national Draft Report on the Environment, commissioned in 20001 by then
administrator Christie Whitman,”™  As reported by New York Times journalist Andrew
Revkin, who saw early drafts of the climate section and an imternal memo from the EPA,
White House officials had “eliminated references to studies concluding that warming is at
least partially caused by risi:n% smokestack and tailpipe emissions and could threaten
health and human ecosystems, ™™™ Accerding to House Government Reform Commitiee
staffers permitted to review some of the documents in camera, OMB suggested removing
a discussion of climate change from the report’s executive summary; OSTP asked to
strike a discussion of the human health and ecological effects of climate change; CEQ
urged the EPA to “delete climate change or use previously agreed upon material,” and
DOE officials contended that atmospheric concentrations of carbon should be dismissed
as poor indicators of climate ﬂiange.m In another instance, a citation to a 1999 study

SKee hirpfwww, whitehouse gov/eeg comaughton-bio.m| {lest visited on March 23, 2007) and

hitp: www sidiey comipractice/group asp?groupid=1117 {lasted visied on March 23, 2007)

™ Foderal Register: April 8, 2005 (Volume T0, Number 67) Page 18066-18067

! Andrew Revkin, “US sees its emissions growing without letup,” Infernational Herald Tribume (March 3,
2007}, The leaked draft estimates that U.5. greenhouse gas emissions grow will grow nearly as fast (11%)
through the next decade s they did in the past

* John Heilprin, “Report projects almost 20-per-cent rise in US, greenhouse emissions by 2020
Assoctated Press (March 3, 2007)

BT Anonymous source, interview with Masssarani (date withbeld) recordy on file with GAP.

¥ Sew hitp:/ 'www usgerp. gov/usgerplinks/sssessments htm (last visited on March 23, 2007),

#* Departed officials include James Mahoney, Michael McCrmcken, Rick Piltz, and Richard hoss

#% OB has been deseribed by one source as hustoncally being intensely eritical of EPA, which it sees as
the most activist-minded agency on issues of climate change Comtrast this with MASA, which is more
theoretical and disassocioted from regulatory actvities.

** Andrew Revkin with Katharine Seelve, “Report by the EP.A. Lesves Out Data on Climate Change,”
The New York Times (June 19, 2003},

*2 Henry Waooman, House Oversight and Government Reform Commitiee memorandum regarding CEQ
documnents (January 30, 2007) citing Committee Stafl Notes, Documents Mumbered WH 19, ARMS 23
Attachment 1, ARMS 34, and ARMS 39 Attachment 5 (EFPA Draft Report on the Environment).  Other
comments nofed by committee staff included, “Take care here snd be sure to be consstent with
admmistration policy, Let s try 1o aveid another CAR scenano” (ARMS 32 Anachmemt 18, referring 1o
the Climate Action Heport discussed above). They also noted proposed White House edits such as the
deletion of the language that climnte change may “alter regional patterns of climate”™ and “potentinlly afTect
the: balance of radiation”™ (ARMS 69 Attachment 2) and replacement of the phmase “changes observed over
the Last severnd decades are likely mostly the result of human activities™ with “a causal link between the
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showing a sharp temperature rise in the last decade compared with the last millennium
was replaced with “a reference to a new study, partly financed by the American
Petroleum Institute, questioning that conclusion™ ™  In hand-written notes, CEQ Chief
of Staff Philip Coonev made a number of his own edits. ™ Emails from CEQ Chairman
James Connaughton revieal that he participated directly in the review, requesting 1o be
apprised of every edit made to the EPA draft report. ™

As reviewers for the 2003 EPA report, Dws. Mahlman and Trenberth
independently raised identical objections that unidentified members of CEQ had “heavily
censored” the report and EPA officials were part of the problem. ™™ Although much of
the science came directly from the IPCC report, “it was obvious that semior EPA officials
felt compelled to water down the conclusions.” Mahlman pointed this out in his reviews;
however the anonymous feedback he received from the EPA in Washington, DC,
revealed that they kept making modifications, In a private conversation with an
inexperienced staffer, he recalls being told that they did this 1o make the reports more
“Dubwa friendly.” A Jume 2003 memo 1o the EPA Administrator outlined her three
options: 1) acceplt the edits and weather “severe criticism from the science and
environmental community for poorly representing the science.” 2) refuse any further
White House changes and “antagonize the White House;” and 3) remove the climate
change section entirely from the report as “the only way to meet both WH and EPA
needs, ™ In the end, despite the staffs preference for no compromise, EPA dropped the
whole global warming discussion from the report.”™™  In a similar twist of fate starting
September 2002, political appointees successfully deleted the climate section of an
annual EPA air pollution report that had contained one for the prior six vears, The White

buikdup of greenhouse gases in the atmosphere and the observed climnte changes during the 20* century
cannot be unequivocally established ™ (WH 15)

1 andrew Revkin with Katharine Seelve, “Report by the EP A Leaves Out Dats on Climste Change.”
The New York Times (Tune 19, 2003

*! Henry Wacoman, House Cversight and Govemment Feform Commitice memorandum regarding CEQ
decuments (Jfanuary 30, 2007) citing Commitiee Staff Notes, Document Numbered WH 6 (EPA Draft
Report on the Environment). Cooney inserted claims that satellste data contradict global warming, deleted
the phrase that “regeonal patterns may be altered [by climate change]™ and “climate change has global
consequences for human health and the envronment”, removed climate change from a docussion of
environmenial issues with global consequence, as well as references 1o the National Research Council’s
findmg of anthrepogenx: climate change;, struck a chart of histerical tempernture reconstructions and
reference 1o the observation that the eight warmest vears on record ocourred i the last decade, intreduced
the word “potentinlly”™ in & number of places to increase the unceriminty of scientific assessments; and
adided “these changes must be made.™

** Henry Waxoman, House Oversight and Govemment Reform Commitiee memomandum regarding CEQ
documents (January 30, 2007) citing Committee Stall Notes, Document Numbered ARMS 34 (EPA Draft
Report on the Environment)

% Jerry Mahlman, interview with Masssarani (Apnl 6, 2006) record on file with GAP, Kevin Trenberth,
mierview with Maasssaran: (Apnl 6, 2006) record on file with GAP.

*7 Henry Waxman, House Cversight and Govemment Feform Commitiee memorandum regarding CEQ)
documents (January 30, 2007) citing Committes Stalf Notes, Document Numbered WH 22 (EPA Draft
Report on the Environment)

*# This omistion wis o commen ashpoirt of criticism in the nation-wide public mectings that EPA
organized m the fall of 2003 Swmmary Report of the National Dislogue on the EPA Drafit Report on the
Exvironment { Apri] 2004},
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House argues that the administration has extensively addressed the state of the climate
elsewhere.

Despite an often troubled tenure with the Bush administration, Christie Whitman
left her office four days after the release of the Dralt Eeport on the Environment with no
further comments on the incident.”™  Not so for the former EPA administrator under
President Richard Nixon and Gerald Ford, Russell Train, who wrote: “In all my time at
the EPA, | don’t recall any regulatory decision that was drven by political
considerations.  More to the present point, nevier once, 1o my best recollection, did either
the Nixon or Ford White House ever iry to tell me how to make a decision. ™!

At about the same time as the EPA report, one source noted that CEQ had also
requested subtle iaggulgc changes to an EPA climate change brochure, which the EFA
decided to ignore.” " According to our source, because the EPA proceeded to print the
brochures without proper approval, they have remmned boxed up in a warehouse ever
since. The Arctic Climate Impact Assessment (ACIA) suffered a, by now, familiar fate.
The ACIA was a major project, commissioned by the U5, Government along with the
other parties to the Arctic Council, funded by CCSP-participating agencies, and chaired
by the long-time former chair of the USGCRP interagency committee, with substantial
participation of U.5.-based authors and reviewers. The ACLA Owverview reporl was
published in kste 2004, with policy recommendations withheld until afler the election. As
Rick Piliz asks,””

Why has the CCSP failed to transmit copies of the report that were purchased for
distnibution 1o Members of Congress and others? They are still gathering dust in a
storeroom, sitting in unopenad  boxes, What roles have CEC), the State
Department, and the CCSP Direclor plaved m what appears (o be an
administration decision o distance itself from the Arctic Climate Impacts
Assessment, which identifies a range of observied and projected adverse impacts
of climate change on Arclic ecosystems and communities, with implications for
global climate change and potential global consequences, including nccelerated
sea level rise? The ACTA Chair testifies and gives briefings, batt it is on his own.
The LLS, government has been sitting out the follow through process, without
acknowledging the findings, bricfing Congress, or even delivering the report.

¥ Andrew Revkin with Katharine Seelve. “Report by the EP.A. Leaves Out Data on Climate Change,”
The New Fork Times (June 19, 3003}

W “EPA'S Whitman Submits Resignation Letter,” CWA online (May 21, 2004). One scientisi, speaking on
# condition of ancnymity, ohserved that “this adminstration ssems 10 want 1o make environmental policy
at the White House . [ suppose that is their nght. But one has to ask: on the basis of what information is
this policy being promulzased” What views ane being represented? Who is involved in the decision
making? What kind of credible expertise is being broughl to bear?™™ Interview with EPA scientist (named
withheld upon request) conducted by Seth Shulman (Jamuary 2004) in Sciensfic fetegnty in Policmaking,
Cambrudge, MA: Union of Concernod Scientists

1 Russell Train, letter 1o The New Fork Times (September 22, 7003} available ar

Fetip: e, grist arg/comments soapba: 3003092 2 ¢pel (lnst visited on March 23, 2007)

1 Anonymous EPA scientist, imterview with Manssarani (June 2006) record on file with GAP,

™ Rick Piltz, memorandum on “Censorship and Secrecy™ (Tune 2005) on file with GAP,



160

REDACTING THE SCIENCE OF CLIMATE CHANGE 61

The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) of the ULS. Department of
Agriculture (USDA) was blocked in September 2003 from reprinting a popular
informational brochure about carbon sequestration in the soil and what farmers could do
to reduce emissions of heal trapping gases.w According to one current govermment
official familiar with the incident, the brochure was widely viewed as one of the agency's
suecessful efforts in the climate change field. The NRCS had already distnbuted some
325,000 of the brochures and sought a modest update, as well as proposing a Spanish
edition,  William Hohenstein, director of the Global Change Program Exchange in the
USDA Office of the Chief Economist, acknowledged that he passed the request on 1o
CE), as he savs he would, “for any document relating to climate change pc:r]iv:::.'.'":?:| Asa
result of CEQ's objections about the brochure, staff at the NRCS dropped their proposal
for a reprint.  “It is not just a case of micromanagement, but really of censorship of
government information,” a government official familiar with the case noted. “In nearly
15 vears of govermment service, [ can’t remember ever needing clearance from the White
House for such a l.hing."w

Congressional Involvement

In exercising Congress” legislative oversight authority vis-g-vis the Executive
Branch, members of Congress acting individually or in commillee may  request
information disclosures, order investigations by the Government Accountability Office
{GAQY) or Inspector General, and push for reforms that re-align agency management with
their statutory obligations. For example. on Seplember 19, 2006, Representative Henry
Waxman, who was al that time the ranking minority member of the House Committee on
Government Reform, wrote and publicized a letter to Department of Commerce Secretary
Carlos Gutierrez requesting internal documents and an explanation regarding that
summer’s global warminghurricane media scandals.””  Likewise, on June 13, 2006,
Senator Joseph Licherman (D-CN) sent Vice Admiral Lautenbacher a letter requesting
that NOAA develop an improved media policy and investigate “re that NOAA
oflicials are discouraged from making the results of their work public.” ™ Most recently,
14 senators wrote a letter to the Inspectors General of NOAA and NASA requesting “a
formal inwaI[Lptinn into continuing  political  interference  with  the work of
scientists, ...

T USDA official (name withheld upon request), interview with Seth Shulman (Fanuary 2004) in Scientific
Integrity in Poliymuaking

™ Willam Hobenatein, mierview with Seth Shulman (Jamuary 20040 m Scientiffe fmegriy fn
Folicymaking, According 1o & June 20, 2002, email this “policy™ may have steried after the rebease of the
2002 Climate Action Report. Hohenstein forwards a USDA press release to CECY's Phalip Cooney, noting
It will be mmportant 1o make sore the communications =taffs in USDA, the WH, and DOOC are aware of the
Ag document’s coments and status before it is released” availoble ar

Tatpeiiweww whitehouse gow ceqy fom/mdex3/arms_ 249, pdf (kast visited on March 23, 2007)

P USDA official (name withheld upon request), interview with Seth Shulman (January 2004) in Sciennific
Tnregriy tn Policymaking

7 L etter From Henry Waxman; To: Carlos Gutierres, Date: September 19, 2006, an file with GAP,

I Leiter From: Lichermar;, To: Lauterbacher, Date: June 13, 2006 on ffile with GAP.

¥ Se¢ Lutenberg press release, “Democmats Call for Formal Investigation of Bush Political Appointees
Blocking Legil Science Research on Dungers of Global Waming™ (Seplember 29, 2006) availohle af
g autenbeng senate gov newsnoom recond ofm7id =264 1 0488 (last visited on March 23, 2007),
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Unfortunately, some congressional committee chairmen have also uwsed their
oversight authority to target mainstream scientists and their science. In the summer of
2005, at the urging of the American Petroleum Institute, Representative Joe Barton (R-
TX) = chairman of the House Committee on Energy and Commerce — disputed the
methodology and statistics employved by university climatologist Dr, Michael Mann in
constructing the historical temperature record into a “hockey stick™-shaped graph that
was adopted by the IPCC Third Assessment Report, Barton relied heavily on studics
published in Geophysical Research Letters and Energy and Enviromment by mining
executive Stephen Melntyre and environmental economist Ross MceKitrick that attmzﬂed
to discern flaws in the work of Drs, Mann, Raymond Bradley, and Maleolm Hughes.
Energy and Environment is not a science journal and does not appear in Journal Citation
Reports, which lists all peer-reviewed journals.™  Despite the fact that it is not peer-
reviewed, studies in Energy and Emdironment have been regularly cited by Republican
senators and  congressmen to undermine the science of climate change during
congressional debates, ™

In tum, Chairman Barton demanded that Mann and colleagues provide in detail a
list of all their studies and funding sources, the location of data archives, and mformation
about their use of data, their computer code, and their role in the IPCC ~ vast amounts of
information that was not always relevant 1o their studies.™  In response, the National
Academy of Sciences, the American Association for the Advancement of Science, as well
as fellow Congress members, have sent Barton letters of concern. On Julv 19, 2006,
Barton called a hearing on climate change in which he largely attacked Mann's “hockey
stick™ work. According to Lauren Morello of the Environment and Energy Daily, the
hr,minquwu scheduled for a time when the commtiee knew that Mann could not
attend,

™ In 2006, Congress ook an mierest in the “hockey steck graph™ controversy. Representative Sherwood
Bochlert, chairman of the House Science Committee, commissioned a repont by o specind committee of the
National Research Council, which upheld some of Meclntyre and McKitrick's eritiques, but found that tas
had only & small effect on Mann's conchsions about recent unusually warm temperatures. At the same
time, Representative Barton commissioned three statisticians o prepare an ad hoc committes report, which
found Melntyre and McKitrnck's work “valid and compelling,” thus appearing to undercut hann's basic
conchagions.  The report nlso supgesied that a close-knit community of paleoclimatologists might be
proventing rigorous review of research results. NCAR scientisis Drs. Thomas Wigley and Caspar
Ammann, who reviewed the studses and reports, concluded that the NRC report missed some crucial recent
work and that the statistical findings of the Melntyre and McKitrick study ded not disconfirm Mann's
conehusions.

M Pl D Thacker “Skeptics get a journal,” Envirommentl Sciemce & Technologye (August 31, 2008).

*™ The independence of Mclntyre has also been brought into question by repons of his previously
undzsclosed tes to CGX Energy, an il and gas exploration compary. Paul D. Thacker “How the Wall
Street Joumal and Rep. Barton celebrated o global-warming skeptic,” Emvirmmental Sciemce &
Techmalagy (August 31, 2008)

1 1 etter From: Barton, Te: Mann; Date: June 23, 2005 o file with GAF.

*! |auren Morello, “Scientista clash with Barton, others on cause of global warming.™ Esmvironment and
Energy Datly (July 20, 2006).
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Senator  James Inhofe (R-OK) is Barton's counterpant  global  warming
“skeptic.™™  In a September 28, 2005, Environment and Public Works commitiee
hearing on global warming, chairman Inhofe called in science-fiction author Michael
Crichton as an expert witness. Crichton attempted to undermine peer-reviewed climate
science.”™  On an earlier occasion, Inhofe invited Dirs. Willic Soon and Sallic Baliunas,
authors of a study that claimed 20 century global warming to be unremarkable
compared to other climate shifis. However, this study had been heavily criticized.
According 1o media reports, even the editors of the journal that published it called their
analysis “deeply flawed,” and three of them subsequently resigned.”™ The publisher, Dr.
Oite Kinne, and an editor (later Editor in Chief) Dr. Hans von Storch, both said the paper
should not have been published. ™

On February 24, 2006, Inhofe requested the National Science Foundation, which
funds the National Center for Atmospheric Research (NCAR), for detailed information
regarding MCAR's emplovees, research projects, and funding sources. NCAR scientists
and spokesperson Lucy Wamer have declined to comment on the matter.”™™ This was
preceded by a similar information request of the Climate Change Science Program,™
Together, Barton and Inhofe have received nearly 52 million in contributions from the oil
and gas industry. ™!

™ Senatar Inhofe has declired on the record that, “With all of the hysteria, all of the fear, all of the phany

science, could it be that man-made global warming is the greatest hoax ever perpetrated on the American

people? [t sure sounds like it” Andrew Revkin, “Politics Reasserts lisell in the Debate Over Climate

Chamge and [ts Hazards,™ The New Fork Times ( August 5, 2005),

e See  hitp:lepw senate gov/public/index cfimTFuseAction=Hearings Hearing&Hearing [D=cea2d515-

9548-466b-006b-43d 1 B6d0d 1 3¢ (last visited on March 23, 2007y  Cnchion is on record saying, = there

may in fact be more constramts on what an Amencan tablowd can publish than what the UN IPCC can
iblish "

E;'I Andrew Revkin, “Politscs Reasserts [self in the Debate Over Climate Change and lts Hazards,” The

New Fork Times (August 5, 2005); Lauren Morello, “House probe tums to role of Cheney's office,”

Enviroament and Energy Draily (March 20, 2007),

¥ Andrew Revkin, “Politics Reasserts [self i the Debate Over Climate Change and Its Hazards,” The

New York Times {August 5, 2005)

** Tom Wigley and Caspar Ammuann, interview with Masssorand {April 5, 2006) record on fife with GAF,

Lucy Wamer, commumication with Manssamn (Apnl 28, 2008) record on file with GAP.

0 Lener From: James Mahoney, To: Inhofe; Date: Movember 14, 2005 available ar

hatp:/fwww whitehouse goviceq Tom/cosp/ceq 5. pdf (last veated March 23, 2007,

1 Seth Shubman, Smoke, Mirrors, and Hat Air (Union of Concerned Scientists, January 2007)
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COMMUNICATIONS WITH THE PUBLIC AND THE SCIENTIFIC COMMUNITY

Public and professional communications represent a catch-all category for what
does not meally constilule medin or  congressional commumications:  scienlific
publications, presentations, and agency websites and mission statements.  According to
our mvestigations, these have nol encountered as sigmlicant interference in either
frequency or magnilude a5 media and congressional forms of communication.
Nonetheless, o number of potable examples and patferms exist.

Scientilic Publicotions

Publication m peer-reviewsd joumals represents the pinnacle of the scientific
emterprise.  Indeed, none of the over twenty scientists across four agencies personally
interviewed for our investigation claimed to have experienced interference with the
publication of their research in scientific joumals, As one lab director and author of
numerous scientific publications stated, “There has been o interference by NOAA in, or
attempts to change text in, any of the research publications my Laboratory has produced
since I have heen there (6 vears). Since this is our *primary product,” that is a plus."*

"Im'ltlhclcns a few minor incidents have appeared in the FOIA record and news
archives.™ On March 15, 2006, Dr, Al Powell, Dirccter of NOAA's Center For Satellite
Applications and Research (STAR), a division of NOAA's National Environmental
Sotellite Duta and Information Service (NESDIS), colled a meeting with  Assistant
Administrator for Satellite and Information Services Gregory Withee and other Data
Center directors “to discuss our (NESIDS) concerns aboul the free mguiry of scientilic
research within our Center and other data cemters in NESDIS."™ At issue was an article
on the subject of temperature trends observed in the troposphere co-authored by STAR
seientist Norman Grody, whose title, a:-:nrding to Powell, “N(‘.IAA had artempted 1o
change. ., so thut the phrase *global warming' did not appear.” Simlarly, an WIS
UCS survey response by a ULS. Depantment of Agriculture climate scientist anested:™

= Anonymous Inb director, communientions with bnmssaram (October 19, 2006) record on file with AP,
¥ e Adshiman whe, referring 1o only a couple of the approsimately 1,200 NOAA scientists, has said:

It 15 thas core of climmie-science leaders m NOAA who are regularly submatting, mnd pubhishing,
climate-relevant manuscripts to these high-prestige sciemtific joumals. 1t is also the atempts of
these highly respected saentisis bo submil mamseopts o any of these poumals ot oave been
“yetied” by the adminisration’s political appoimecs who have been concerned that the content of
these submitted manuscripts i somehow “threstenimg” 1o those in the curment adminsration.

Ferry Mahiman, interview with Maassarank (April 6, 2006) record on file with GAP,

™ pmal From: Al Powell, To; Zdenkn Willis, Thomas Karl, Chrestopher Fox, Micheel Fortune, Susan
Dievine. Date: March 15, 2008, Subject: Meeting with Greg on 210 (& 2pm GAP May 30 2004, NOAA
FOIA resposnse pg T,

= Survey of Federl Climate Scientists, UTS Sceentific Integrity Progmm {2006) USDA, commentmry
33% and 207 of UCS survey respondents perceived or expenienced, respectively, “[plressure 10 eliminate
the word{s) *climate chonge” wnslfor *global warming,” endfor simalar teems. Queston 520 See alvo Emml
From: Dixen; To: Gross, September 30, 2003, Subjoct: Science paper protocols? Greenpeace select
hrricane NOHA FOM response pg. 132, Email From: Gross, To! Dixon, Date: Seplember 30, 2003;
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Much of my “experience”... has mostly been related to the internal review of
publications before release. These were laws on the books that were largely
unenforced before 2001, and now it mostly just seems like the only thing they're
looking for us to be sure you say “climate change™ instead of “global warming,”
for example.

Whatever the incidence and gravity of political editing, these once-unenforced
“laws” — i.e. the official policies governing the review and clearance of scientific papers —
often establish the preconditions for such practices. A 2004 internal draft policy
document — reviewed and approved by Powell himself — on the public release of
scientific and technical papers requires NOAA management approval and grants it
“ultimate authority to determine whether official papers may be publicly released.”™® At
the same time. this proposed agency-wide policy fails to provide an author with the right
of last review — the opportunity to inspect and approve any changes that result from the
review and clearance process. The policy also requires review for unofficial papers —
those written in an employee’s private capacity — that relate to NOAA interests,
According to the NSB investigation and a heavily-redacted April 3, 2003, email by
Tribble, it appears that this administrative order, though still in draft form is intended to
replace the earlier policy (NAO 201-32G) dated February 1993, which incidentally does
not mention management review and clearance.”” In December 2004, the Assistant
Administrator of NOAA Research also introduced a system for notifying leadership of
significant papers that may attract media attention, which involves reporting the status of

Subject: Science Paper Greenpeace select hurricane NOA4A FOIA response pg. 131, Email To: Gross: Date:
November 5, 2003, Subject: Heads Up... Greenpeace select hurricane NOAA FOIA response pg. 128-30.
6 «pyublic Release of Scientific and Technical Papers,” dated: ?7 18, 2004 GAP May 30, 2006, NOAA
FOIA response pg 9-14. Official papers has a notably broad definition that includes:

any scientific or technical paper, book, manuscript, article, abstract, conference, presentation
preprint, or other related document [that is] authored or co-authored by a NOAA employee: a. at
the direction of a NOAA official superior to the NOAA employee; b. substantially [sic] during the
official working hours of the NOAA employee, ¢. with the assistance of other Government
employees on official duty; or d. with the use of Government facilities, resources, or supplies.

In response to a question from GFDL, Goldman affirms that “"official and non-official’ pretty much covers
every possible publication... especially in the current political ‘climate.’” Email From: Stouffer, To:
Delworth, Dixon; Date: July 6, 2004; Subject: Noaa media policy Greenpeace select hurricane NOAA
FOIA response pg. 16-18.

7 Email From: Tribble; To: Scott Rayder, Jack Kelly, Conrad Lautenbacher; Date: April 3, 2006; Subject:
Publication and Media Policies GAP July 31, 2006, NOAA FOIA response pg. 95, “NOAA Response to
NSB” (March 23, 2006) GAP July 31, 2006, NOAA FOIA response pg. 98. According to a February 2006
email by Ahsha Tribble, they “could not get it approved because it conflicted with statements in the DAO
[DOC Administrative Order]. So the DAO had to be revised and that is where we stand.” Email From: Eric
Webster, To: Tribble; Date: February 2, 2006, Subject: protocol for public presentations GAP July 31,
2006, NOA4 FOIA response pg. 73.
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any such papers every two months.”™ This contrasts to the policy in July 2004 asking
only for a “heads-up” to the PAO when papers were accepted for publication.””

A survey of the publication policies submitted to the NSB specific to individual
NOAA divisions and laboratories demonstrates patterns in the development and
distribution of management/PAQ clearance provisions. It suggests that mandatory
approval by NOAA agency headquarters, as opposed to laboratory directors or division
chiefs, has only occurred since the 2004 media and draft publication policies and then

only in certain divisions.”™ Consider the following documents from the FOIA record:™"!

Name Date NOAA Agency Description
Division Mgmt/PAO
clearance?
Instructions for | November | Air Resources Yes Requires internal review and
Clearance and 2005 Laboratory HQ PAO clearance of all
Review of ARL scientific articles/books/reports
Manuscripts whether published in print or
online.
Publication December | NESDIS No Director approval required for
Review and 2003 National non-peer reviewed articles and
Approval Climatic Data deputy director approval for
Guidelines Center peer-reviewed articles. Note
disclaimer: “May be
superseded by NOAA policy
under development.”
Administrative | April National No Journals, scientific articles, and
Procedures for | 2003 Geodetic web content requires clearance
Clearance and Survey from division chief and/or
Publication director,
Science Quality | February | National Marine | No Includes section (pg. 24) on
Assurance 2002 Fisheries communication and
Program Service publication, which calls for a
Fisheries policy that reflects a
Science Center commitment to the
Accreditation dissemination of clear,
Standards accurate, and consistent
science.

% Email From: Brian Gross; To: OAR GFDL all; Date: Dec. 23, 2004; Subject: Significant Papers
Greenpeace NOAA FOIA summary pg. 38-39.
*# Email From: Stouffer, To: Delworth; Date: July 6, 2004; Subject Noaa media policy Greenpeace NOAA
FOIA response pg. 40-42.
* In contrast, the official DOC policy on media and publications (DAO 219-2) issued in 1980 and

applicable to all units in Washington, DC, and vicimity, requires publication review and clearance by
OPCIA.

W SNOAA, Response to NSB™ (March 23, 2006) GAP July 31, 2006, NOAA FOIA response pg. 97-123,
While NOAA reported almost 50 documents related to “data release and communication of research
results,” less than 15 such records were disclosed by NOAA pursuant to our FOIA request.
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PMEL In-House | January Pacific Marine | No Division leader and director
Review 2000 Environmental review required.
Manuscript Laboratory
Status Sheet
National Centers | March National No Statement of commitment to
for Ocean and 1999 Centers for aggressive disclosure of
Coastal Science Ocean and research to public and media.
Coastal Science
Policy of the Undated Earth System No Lists the criteria for
CSD of ESRL Research publications: paper must be
regarding peer- Laboratory within NOAA’s scope of
reviewed Chemical research and non-policy
publications Science prescriptive — as determined by
Division CS8D program leaders and
senior staff.
Status Sheet for | Undated | Geophysical Unclear Requires submission to GFDL
Submitting Fluid Dynamics staffers. Marsha Duggins and
GFDL Co- Laboratory Gail Haller, before
Authored submissions for publications;
Manuscripts then notification of PAO after
acceptance.
NSSL/CIMMS | Undated | National Severe | No Generally, formal papers
policy for Storms require approval by division
conference Laboratory/ chief/director prior to
papers, journal Cooperative submission.
articles, and Institute for
MOL reports Mesoscale
Meteorological
Studies
Table of publication policies at various NOAA divisions and their iated clearance requirements

Presentations

Scientists have the opportunity to communicate their research directly — albeit to a
limited audience — to the public and other scientists at conferences, talks, and other public
fora. Even here. written speeches may require review and clearance because they are
treated as communications subject to publication or media policies.’” As with media
and publication policies, prior to 2004 it does not seem that an official policy formally
applied to presentations. For example, in July 2002, Dr. David Evans, Assistant
Administrator for NOAA OAR, responded to a speech given by Dave Goodrich of
NOAA Climate Observations and Services Program on air quality and climate change at

"2 E g the pending NOAA publication policy discussed above. This uncertainty is underscored by an
email in which Dr. Karl corrects Laborde with regard to clearance for a talk and paper prepared for a
science association presentation. He argued that notification of NOAA senior management (i.e. Ahsha
Tribble) was required but that “approval” was not. Email From: Karl, To: Laborde: Date: Jan. 18, 2006,
Subject: press materials Thacker complete NOAA FOIA response pg. 167-68.
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the annual Air and Waste Monegement Assoomtion conference: “Bul did anvene know
what he would sav? Or look af the slides? Or inform Mahoney or others downtown?™*"

O June 20, 2004, Kmtson was mvited to give o lecture on global warming and
hurricanies as part of a science seminor senes on Capitol Hill sponsored by the Amencan
Meteoralogical Society.  After being cleared with the NOAA PAO and Legislative
Affairs, he was asked to provide a copy of his PowerPoint slides a fow daye in advanee
fior npprm'lll.m An emml string from o few dovs enrhier revenls Seott Carfer, NOAA
legislative affairs officer, asking Tribble:™™

I have a copy of his present and it is a huge file =0 [ did not zend. owever, |
wanted to get vour thoughts on him using the term global warming,  His title slide
15 “Cilobal Warming and Hurricanes.” | see the event docs ask that, and | am no
scientist, but 1 know that term is sensitive, g0 any problem in him using the term?

Indeed, Knutson remembiers being cawtioned against the use of the words “Global
Warming™ in the title of his presentation: “"Just a heads-up.., wouldn't want the higher
upe coming down on veuw.  There is discomfort in the administration with these
terms, "™ In this case, Knutson ignored the ndvice.  He also remembers an October
2004 press conference at Harvard where NOAA emailed him talking points that stated
there is “no strong evidence for a trend in Atlantic hurmricanes.”

Later in 2005, the Scientific Frogram Commitice for the Seventh Infemational
Carbon Dioxide Conference (September 25-30) — composed of intermnational scientists
and chaired by Dv. Pieter Tans from NOAAs Boulder lab - had prepared a special
openimg session on energy use and the corbon evele. Accordmg (o Tans, the Boulder lnb
dircctor, Dr, David Hofmann told him i should be cancelled due to s “policy
implications.™ W According 10 one source, and corroborated by the FOIA record,
agencies that funded the conference, mcluding NOAA's then Chmate Monitoring and
[Magnestics Laboratory (now GMLY), had stipulated the conference be resincted (o carbon
dioxide measurements and modeling rather than climate change and climate modeling,™
Tans” determination 1o highlight the dominant role that his research sugpested carbon
dinsade plays os 0 “lorcing agent” in climate change was met with oppasilion on o
number of fronts.  His draft abstract, assening that “CO: is now generally recognized 1o
he the main driver of climate chanpe™ was edited down and there was an attempt 10

* Email From: David Evans; To: Jana Goldman; Date: July 9, 2002; Subject: NOAA, reseasch-Air quality
and Climate Topie of Goodrch Presentation (AP duguet 9, 206, pard 3 MOAA FENA response g 11

M Tam Knutson, nlerview with Mossssmn (Apnl 13, 2006) recond an file with GAF,

** Epanil From: Jennifer Sprague; To: Ahshn Tribble. Date: June 17, 2005, Subject Upcoming AMS
Seminar (From Tony Socci and Gira Eosco) - “New Orleans, Hurmicanss. and Climate Change: A Question
of Kesalvency™ - Mooy, Jume 20, K15 on file with (RAF.

M Tom Bnutson, nlerview with Munssamm (Apnl 13, 2006) record an file with (AP,

** Pieter Tans, imerview with Manssamni (March 9, 3006) recard an file with GAP.

M Anonymous NOAA director, interview with Munssarsni (June |, 2006) recond on file with AP, Email
From: Jum Choldman, Too Kon Mardon, Dote: February 17, 2006, Subject: Holmann detillabon re: tons
GAF Awgum 8, 2006, parrt 3 N FOUA response g 450
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remove all mention of the words “climate change™ in any presentation title of the poster
displavs and oral presentations at the conference '™

According to Dr. Tans, it enly became clearer several months later - when he was
told by his direcior imd subsequently by the deputy director - that anything dealing with
climate ¢hange had to be pre-approved at the White Houwse level, including his
lnbaratory s website content.”” It is probably Tor this reason that the webmaster for the
conference had been ordered by the lab’s director to remove any links coupling climate
change 1 COy increase, and NOAA curtailed the ability of participanis to submit material
for posting on the conference website.”  Indecd, while 430 scientists convened on a
subject of great contemporary importance, the conference remained largely outside of the
public view. As Tans perceived it, several months before the conference, Jana Goldman
of Public AfTars hod drown up an ambatiows media plan, but nothing much actually
happened after tha™'! A press conference had been scheduled on the first day of the
conference, for which enly a few local newspapers showed up, When Tans later asked a
number of joumnalists, including reporters from The New Fork Times, Washington Posi,
and IF"aJ!'J'n.':'I‘rm Jowrnal, about the conference, none could remember having been
natified.

Chin the Wordd Wide Web

The internet is growing as one of the most accessible and widely-used sources of
public miormatien. Indeed, NOAA registered more than a billion hits in 2004 wnd hosted
3.9 million unique users during the height of Hurricane Katrina.’™ It is thus a concern
that the carbon dioxade conference does nol represent the only example of political
control over intemel content,  Online announcements or media advisories are ofien
derived from the same press releases that require high-level review and clearance - as
demonstrated by an email from OPCLA Director Jordan 51, John stating, “This was the
CEQ-approved release that went on the NOAA web site earlier this week ™" As early
s July 2001, the FOIA record shows one GFDL research meteoralogist complain lo
public affairs on behalf of the laboratory: ™"

* Peter Tuns, mierview with Manssamm (March 9, 2006) recard an file with GAP

M Pieter Tans, interview with Magssarani (March 9, 2006) record on file with GAF. Perhaps this is why,
around the same time, it appears 1o have taken over six weeks for Dv. Feely to obtain clearance to
participate in an American Meteorological Sockely science seminar serves on Capitol Hill dealing with CO2
comcentrtiors med changes m ocenn moichty. Emul From 'I-beh.-_ To; Dennes Moore, Eddse Bernand, Deate
September 30, 2005 Thacker conplene NOAA FOI response pir. [14-16,

W Nate: GAF's FOLA request for =Any documents and communications concerning Ul press releases and
other publicity matenals prepared by NOAA publie affsiss for the 7 Intermational Corbon Dioxide
Conference ih 20057 received no responses.

M paster Tans, mlerview with Masssagani (March 9, 2006) record oo file with GAP, David Shiskman of
the BEC also told GAP thot he had not been directly notified  Communications with Maassamm (October
24, 20060 record o file with GAP

T2 fowh Helaman, “Onlime, but unler the mdar,” WSNEC (September 24, 2005)

"™ Pyul [ Thacker, “Bush’s climste-controlled White House,” Safoncom (September 19, 2006)

M Email From: Keith Dixon; To : Jana Goldman; Date: July 26, 2001; Subject: GFDL Web Info GaP
Asprasd 8 MG pard 3 NOAA FOIA rexponse pye 7374,
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we were dismayed to see that the NOAA web pages have a link to "Greenhouse
Warming Links™ that directs one to hitp:/swww.noaagov/ greenhouse tml.... and
that GFDL s mot listed on this page. 11 someone from the press (or government
or a studem or interested taxpaver) goes 10 |the site] thinking he'she will find out
what NOAA i doing in relation 1o the greenhouse warming issue, | do not feel
that that page is up o the tesk. Wonbd vou happen to know who s i change of
that page, so that we might lobby to get a link added....7

It took o lomg tme for the website 10 begin openly ri:l"!u.‘ﬁnﬁg semsilive sclemce, A
September 28, 2008, email by this same scientist is illustrative:"'

Perhaps vou too will be pleasantly surprised when vou see the link on the main
MOAA web page to hitp:‘www noasnews noangov/stories2005/52 512 . ..

For me, it was encouraging to see NOAA actually highlight something related 1o
CGiHGs |greenhouse gases], and to do so withoul over-cmphasizing uncertaimtics,

Mote the words “scientifically unambignows™ appear in the text. Tmagine that!

It includes a quote from the NOAACMDL director that refers 1o “the success or
failure of futwre efforts to curb carbon dioxade and other greenhouse  gas
mereases” (yes,.. natural and human-cngineered processes are given equal weight
in the statement, but hey, it's still more than [ would have expected.)

Also, the authorz went out of their way to include the K-word Kyole! in order to
explain why the reference year is 1990, It would not have been hard to omit that
bit of mfo, since U'm oot sure that the reassm for why o parficeler vear 15 a
reference year is 20 important [as] 1o merit inclusion in a shon pigce 2uch as this.
S0 it sugpests to me that either very linle editing was down [sic] with an eve
towards nol potentially offending greenhowse contrinans and their comrades —or-
someons managed 1o successfully fight back such efTorts.

So anyway, [ took this as an encournging sign thot GHG-relote [sic] stull cun find
its way omo the NOAA radar screen.  Sure, it may not get the coverage of run-
away dolphing, whales trapped in fishing lines, or surveys of Civil War e
ironclad wrecks, but it's something!

The last sentence was a reference 1o the fact, as reported by Jogh Deleman of
MENRC, that NOAA gov featired an August 24 story about “how the ageney s listorians
had debunked a 142-year-old Civil War legend invelving a cannen and a ¢at”™ at the time
that Katrina strengthened imto a Catepory 5 monster and local and federal officials
plended with Gulfl Const, ™7 A few weeks later, while Hurricane Rita threatened the const

™ Email From: Keith Deen; To: John Sheldon, Brinn Gross, Tom Dielworth, et ol Dnte: September 28,
2005, Subject: Pleasantly surprised by NOAA's web page GAP Augner 82006 parr 3 NOAAd FOIA

rispondd pe 351,
"7 Josh Belemmn, “Onlme, buf under the mdar,” LENRC (September 24, 20053
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and website traffic increased four-fold, the homepage’s top story was the rescue of four
dolphins that Katrina had washed mlo the Mississappn River, Al the time, “the storm
topping NOAA’s National Hurricane Center web site was Tropical Storm Philippe, a
somall system forecast (o byposs the United States by maore than 1,000 miles.”

FEven when sensitive science makes it up onto NOAA's wehsite, it is often not
without delay, For instance, o website on abrupt climate change created by the NOAA
Paleodata Center in 2004 was brieflv delaved on account of “White House concern about
the subject’s politieal sensitivity and the timing of the site launch on the same day as the
mawvie “The Day After Tomorrow,™ according 1o sources familiar with the wehbsite. L
Avcording to Greenwire: '

Mark MeCaffrey, a NOAA science commumications specialist and lead author of
the site, said the site was onginally scheduled to go live carly last week, but on
Wednesday MeCaffrey said it had been placed on an “indefinite hold"” by higher-
ranking officials within the Bush sdministration. When contacted vesterday,
however, MceCalfrey said the hold had been lifted. One official familiar with the
project sand officials decided 1o put the site up Tollowing medin inguines from
Greenwire and other outlets,™

NOAA is not alone,™  Without explanation, the State Department “retired” the
Climate Change section of its “Global Issues" web page, which had provided current
news about the issue, According to Rick Piltz, “there was no explanation, 50 we can only
speculate as o why this was done, bt it is worth noting that the second 1o last story
posted was enhitled ‘Global Warming  Topped Notural Cyeles o Fueling 2003
Hurricanes.”™  Moreover, the EPA websites dealing with Global Warming and the
Gilohal Change Research Program, actively updated prior to 2002, saw few if any updates
thereafter. Piltz noted a few 1::ca.rn|'.~lr;s:"""'I

On the “About the Sile” poge, there 15 no mention of the U5, Climate Chonge
Science Program, which since 2002 has been the name of the program through
which EPA and other lederal ngencies coordinate ther climate and global change
research.

T Andrew Freedman, “Propoesed hudset cuts would elimmate ahoupt ehimale change progmem,” Chreemwine
(Thme 3, 2000, “WNOAA websne anline following ndmmisrative delay.” Greamiire (hny 28, 2004)
AT =WOAA website goes online following administrative delay.” Grasmwire (May 28, 2004)

" Iny Girest, “The Dhy Afier Tomomos Never Thes,” (June 3, 20049), MeCnffrey ndds “Whatever source of
mathority imposed the delay had a change of heart. As o media storm gathered arcund the filny snd NOAA
wirks hit with repeated mgquinies sbout the abwupt-chmate-clange websile rumored to be in development, the
aﬁrncy finally got the green light from above ™

o2 and 22% of UCS suvey respondents, respectively, perceived or experienced
“[ulJemppenrmnee/unwam] delny i the relewe ol websiten, press relesses, reporls, of olther soence-bused
maserinls.” Survey of Federal Climate Scientisss, UCS Scientific Imegrity Program (2006) question 822

M4 pick Pile, The State Depastment’s disappearing Climate Change web page.” Climate Sctence Walciuorg
(Tuely 10, 2006)

W Rick Pz “EPA's global warming communication problém - 2. Censored websites,”
ClimateScienceVatol.ovg (une 28, 20063
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On the "Publications" page, essentially all publications listed are from the 1989-
200 pertod. The sole exceplion appears to be the Moy 2002 105, Clinale Action
Heport to the Framework Convention on Climate Change,

On the "News and Evens -- Speeches” page, the most recent statement by an
EPA official is by former administrator Christie Whitman in Febraary 2003,

On the “MNews and Events - Inzide the Greenhbousze™ page, billed az “a state and
local resource on global warming.” the last entry is dated summer 2002,

Bmnce Pilte” June 28, 2006 posting, the EPA, n colloboration with other federnl
agencies has resurrected and updated the site — renaming it the “Climate Change™ website
- according to an October 16, 2006, EPA press release.  Although the website has
substantial new material, the former CCSP official continues 1o rise a number of
confentions.  First, the website “cherry picks” quotes from the 20001 National Reseorch
Council repont (Climate Change Sclence: An Analysis of Some Key Questions) that was
commizzioned by the White House - extracting those parts that tend “to create an
enhanced sense of scientific uncertainty,”  Second, the site remains outdated, relving
heavily on the IPCC Third Assessment Report (2001 af the expense of 5-6 vears of more
recent rescarch — much of it supported by the CCSP, 4 Third, the website continues to
make linle reference 1o or uze of the US, National Assessment and the “Impacts and
Adaptations” chapter of the U8, Climate detion Report,  Referring specifically 1o the
wihsile's “Biate of knowledge™ page, Mohlman nsserts thal cemn stolements mnge
from being “sciemifically incorrect” to seeming 1o have been written by a non-
scientist...™™  Furthermore, two sources have recently notified ws that Michael
Catanzaro, a new commumeations officer from the White Howse, hies been “monkeving”
with the website, changing both content and font. ™

In spite of this, the EPA website represents a vast improvement when compared 1o
the EPA Global Change Research Program website, which has not seen any signs of
n:vl'gl_izamn since the fall of 2002 (though if states it 15 updated dailv). As Filtz points
out: "

Look at the "News Reel™ trailer on the home page -- it refers to a report on o
workshop on climate change and water quality m the Grent Lokes region that is
dated Angust 2003! And that appears (o be just about the only noticcable addition
to the site gince October 2002, ep. on the Research Projects page, the
Publications and Presentations page, and the Newsletters page Between 1999 and

™ The first sertence of the EPA news release announcing the unvailing of the revanped websate says that
ol purpose = "t provede the publio with the most up-io-dote informatoon on climnte change ™

™ Nerry hiahlman, commurications with Masssmmni (Ot 31, 20060 recard an il with GAP.

¥ anommous EPA sclemisy inmerview with Mamaarani (March 3, 2007) recond on file with GAP,
Anomymoas govemment officeal. communications with Maassamani (March 1, 2007) record on file with
AP,

ol Kick Piltz, “EPA’s global warming commumention  problem 2 Censored webmies™
ClimaneSeience Warchoorg ( hane 28, 2006)
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2001 the EPA pmﬁmn put out 37 issues of Global Change Research News == but
nome since 2001,

Mission Statements

Mizsion statements hold out the eszence of an agency’s function 1o the public and
prowide guidanece for on ageney with its own goals and objectives. On Febouary 6, 2006,
the Bush admimistration removed the phrase *T'o understand and protect our home planct™
from the NASA mission statement in the budget and planning decuments submitted 1o
Congress,™™  David Steits, NASA spokesman, says that it was “pure coinecidence” that
James Hansen repeatedly used the phrase during the comraversy over his being
“muzzled” in the months prior but, according to The New Fork Times, Hansen suggested
that the Wihite House ordered the change to “shifl the spotlight from global warming.™

Unlike the deliberative process that added the line to the mission statement in
2002 — seen as appropriate due to NASA's increased involvement in environmental
monitering since s inception in 1958 - in this case NASA researchers were neither
mnformed nor comsulted ahead of time.  According to Andrew Revkin, “the shifl
language echoes a shift in the agency's budpets toward space projects and away from
enrth missions, o shifl that began in 2004 - the vear Mr, Bush announced is vision of
human missions to the Moon and bevond. ™™ One anenymous scientist from NASA
stated, "I view the removal of this mission directive as retalistion. Becawse of the
impartance of the mission stalement i justifying individual research, the removal of this
from the NASA mission statement will be very elffective al reducing NASA climate
research,™™ Another GISS scientist has noted that re-naming the research nussion from
Earth Systems rescarch to Earth-Sun svstem has had a “huge and demeralizing impact™
and that she has been in many mestings where scientists are urged 1o mﬂaulmgn their
whaole research programs in terms of the new nomenclature and buzewords, ™

I Pz goes on 1o state:

The EPA Global Change Resesrch Progmm has a 320 millien anrmm) budget o contribute io the
overall U8, Chimnwe Change Science Program with o “primary emphasis on evaluating the
potential consequences of global change (particularly climate variability and change) on wir
quality, water quality, ecosystens, and human health in the United States” In the CCSP reports o
f'qwmnﬂ resenrch sotvitses in 2003 (pp. 113-115) omd 2004- 3005, EPA histed numerous ?_luhﬂ
change research projects underway and reponts 1o be published on these wpics. But on the EPA
global change program websate we look in vain for publications, of even currenl project
deseraptions, sinee 2007 that would document the progress and resulis of this resenrch agenda

2 Andrew Revkin, “NASAS Goals Delete Mention of Home Flanel” The New York Times (July 22,
2006) See afsy Letter From: Ciollins, Lieherman;, To: Gniffm; Date: July 31, 2006 o file with GAF,

™ Revkin repons that In December 2004, & MASA Jat Propulsion Laboratory scienist “had been preasused
to sy 1 news reloase that hes oceamc resssnch would help advance the admirstration’s goal of space
exploration ™

B gurvey of Federal Climate Scientists, UCS Sciemtific Imegrity Program ( 2006) NOAA commentary.

1 Anonymous scientist, interview with Jenmifer Freeman (June 27, 2006) recard aw file with (AP,
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Nonetheless, not all scientists necessarily give in. The above-quoted scientist has
ignored the changes. A USDA climate scientist adds:**

In general, climate change science is continuing at government agencies, and [
believe we continue our world-recognized pre-eminence that we had in the
1990°s. However, much of our work continues more clandestinely as we’ve had
to amend our project titles and descriptions to get rid of key buzzwords that are
not focused by the current Bush administration. For example, our new project
plans no longer mention our ??? [sic] carbon budget studies in project plan tasks,
even though individual scientists labs are continuing their work in this area.

The most pervasive such linguistic shifts was best captured by an interview
request from an “On Language” columnist for The New York Times Magazine who,
according to Kent Laborde at the NOAA PAO, wondered why the term “global warming™
had migrated to “climate change™ in the past few years and whether there is “a
technical/scientific difference or is it a semantic issue that one sounds better than the
other?™  The request was forwarded to Ahsha Tribble who asks NOAA Deputy
Administrator Mahoney to handle the interview, leading Mahoney and Laborde to
discuss:

A question for Kent: has this been reviewed by our EOP [Executive Office of the
President] colleagues?

I've not spoken with them yet. It seems like the explanation of the word changes
could be done without the jeopardy of having to explain policy decisions. I can
make a call to CEQ to get their approval on this if you would like.

Kent — Yes, it is necessary to have EOP on board. The two terms are policy-
laden, and were developed by specific interests.... If we're agreeable with EOP, I
can do a phone interview tomorrow morning from home.

A Note on Interference with Scientific Research

We reiterate that none of our investigation’s primary sources experienced or
perceived direct interference with their research. Nonetheless, anonymous surveys have
uncovered incidents and trends of note. Consider, for example, the over 21% of climate
scientist survey respondents that believed federal climate research was not independent
and impartial.** When sampling from NOAA scientists generally. not just in the field of
climate science, UCS found that 53% of 460 NOAA scientists say they know of cases in
which commercial interests have induced reversal or withdrawal of scientific conclusions
through political intervention.** Keep in mind that general survey encompassed agency

3 Survey of Federal Climate Scientists, UCS Scientific Integrity Program (2006) USDA commentary.

B Email From: Mahoney, To: Ahsha Tribble, Kent Laborde; Date: July 26, 2005, Subject: [redacted)
interview request Thacker complete FOIA response pg. 35, 63-64.

¥ Survey of Federal Climate Scientists, UCS Scientific Integrity Program (2006) question #7.

36 58% know of cases in which administrators or appointees have altered NOAA Fisheries’ determinations.
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divisions such as the National Manine Fisheries Service, which have regulatory functions
that are more attractive 1o palitical influgnces,

The UCS climate science survey suggests that interference with research has been
intermalized due o the political climate and perhaps the signals thal experienced and
perceived interference with communications has senl. For example, 31% of respondents
either experienced or perceived “Self-induced pressure to change research or reporting in
ortder to align Ondings with agency policy or o aveud controversy™ as well as “Fear of
retalimion for openly expressing concemns about climate change inside my agcm.'y,""'
Indeed, one EPA scientist commented that the former “is the higgest issue for our
program,  This is followed by burcavcratie [barmers) (o commumnication vin websites. "
Sixteen percent of climate scientistz surveyved perceived or experienced an “Implicit
expectation by officiols for scwentists o provide meomplete, moccurate, or msleading
information to the public.” Twenty-Tive percent perceived or expenienced “Situations in
which scientists have actively objected 1o, resigned from, or removed themselves from a
project because of pressure (o change scientific f'ml:ﬁnp."“’

According to an EPA scientist, *“The perception that something that we (climate
scicntists) might find and write might be considered controversial 15 a strong one that
comes down from management. It's not clear that there's a real reason For it or what the
consequences would b, This perception should be actively discouraged from the nghest
levels!™

Ferwarding the AP news story that mentions this smuistic to colleagues, a GFDL scientis asks, “Bu tha
could never happen here, right?™ Email From: John Shekbon; To: Brian Gross, Feith Dixon, John Lanzante,
Sleve (Gomer, Dibe Jume 79 20HI5, Huh:l:l MOAA Zoenlists Say Keporls Altered CLAF Amgans U 20048,
part 3 NOAA FolA response pg 2889: Jeil Barmard, "NOAA Seicnnsts Say Repors Alered,” Assopiated
Pross {June 29, J00G)

7 survey of Federnl Climmte Soentists, LCS Scientilic Indegrity Progrmm (2006) question ¥23, 24

™ survey of Federal Climate Scientists, UCS Sciemific Imegrity Program (2006) EPA commentary.

¥ Survey of Federal Climate Scientists, UCS Scientific Imegrity Program (2004) question & 31,

™ gurvey of Fedeml Chmnte Soentists, LCS Scentilio Imegrity Program { 2006) EPA commentsry.
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AGENCY MISREPRESENTATION

Viewed in itz totality, interference with media, congreszional, and public
communications of science resulls in a misrepresentation of science by the relevant
agenvies and the While House ™ To illustrate this eflizet, we will explore how NOAA
represented the science on all froms reparding the climate change and cvelonic activity
afler the landfall of Humcane Katring, We take no position on the svience itsell and
proceed from the premize that debate on an wnsettled area of science should be
represented Tairly and openly 1o all aspects of the public.

M Consider also statements from the chiel executive that are sorely misaligned with his agencies” basic
scienlific umlerstandings.  In response o a question pbowl global warmang ol o Mach 29 2006 pres
briefing. the Presidemt stated, “Well, first of all, the globe is warming—the fundsmeninl debate, 15 1
manmade or natural?™ avatlable af hetpewww. whitehouse govinews/releases 2006103 200603 29-6 hinal
(laest vasited on March 23, 20607). More recently, Cheney echoed Hish m oan exclusnve Febroary 73, 2007,
imterview with ABC, “Cheney on Global Warming: Viee President’s Views s Odds with the Majonity of
Climate Scientiels” available o hetpoVabenews.ga.com/Technologystory Hd=289853% 8 page=1  (Last
visited on Mnorch 23, 2007)  In Febnowy 7, 2007, web postmg, OSTF's Mutburger aml CF)'s
Connnughton reaflirmed a stmement by White House Press Seeretary Tony Snow that the U5, was doing
better than Europe in reducing ns greenhouse gas emissions. Their “Open Letter on the President’s
Fosation on Clinsate Chonge,” clasmed that:

our emissions performance since 2000 is among the best in the wodd According to the
Intermatimal Energy Agency, (rom 200002004, s our populnlion incressed wmd our economy’ grew
by nearly 10%%, U5, carbon dioxide emissions increased by only 1.7 During the same period,
European Union carbon dicxide emissions grew by 5%, with lower economic growth.

However, thes datn was core fully selected 1o suppon the administraion’s sutement. As Pater Gleick notes:

When amy year otfer than 2000 w selectesd as the base yenr, the performance ol the Furopean
Union is better than the United States, and over the entire period from 1990 10 2004, the difference
i6 stark.  During these 15 years, U3 greenhouse gos emissions grew more than 15% while
emasions from the 15 countries of the European Union {(the EU-15) declmed by sround 1%
Moseaver, caboulating the index of emissions for any set of vears between 1990 and 2004 other
tha JO00-2004, Euwropean greenhouse pas emissions either grew more slowly than LS. emissions

or achumlly declined.
Pater Glexck, “The Polital and Selective Use of Data. Cheary-FPicking Chimate Dﬂn i the White wa
(March 12, 2007) e fili with CGEAF. The While House = not the only souree ol i musrey

In defendmng ngnmst u lnwsant filed by Friensls of the Earth et ol agnmst the Export-Import Bank and !hz
Cwerseas Private Investment Corporation for providing flinancial sssistance 10 ofl and other fossil fuel
progects without forst evahestng ther global warming impacts, the Departmsent of Justice twmed 1o
outspoken global warming skeptic Ur. Dovad Legntes, direcior of the Center for Clhimntic Research ot the
University of Delaware, for expert opinion.  Writing the science briel for the plaimiffs was Dr.
MicCracken, o former scientist for the official U5 Glotm] Change Feteach Program, who relied on
conchusions of the govemment-supposted 115 Nﬂluwil Ameszment and [PCC “Gilobal Warmmg Skepi
Argues U, 5. Posrnm m&u."&thm{npnl 2, 2005) available ar

htgrwewew heate g /e thandlersindes. ofmPad=51728method=lull (st visited on
March 23, 20070 23% mmad 18% ot‘ L'll'_'S survey respondenis, rthc'ln't]}' perceived or experienced
“[slmements by officials a [their] agency that misrepresent|ed] scientists’ findings.” Survey of Federal
Chimade Bomendists, UCS Soentific Integnty Prognam (2006) questson 8 29
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Media Contact Favoritism

It appears that initially — in the media storm that followed Katrina — a scientist
such as Tom Knutson freely conducted interviews on the relationship of hurricanes to
global warming provided they gave notice and recap to their PAO.*"  Soon. however,
Department of Commerce officials, whose approval was required. became hesitant about
anyone speaking to the media on the Sle_ieC‘LJu This included scientists such as Dr.
Chris Landsea and meteorologist Max Mayfield, director of the National Hurricane
Center, who were outspoken proponents of natural variability being the only significant
explanation for the recent upswing in hurricane activity.” These were then the first
scientists to obtain re-approval. On September 23, 2005, OPCIA Director Jordan St.
John forwarded Chuck Fuqua, Deputy Director of Communications at the Department of
Commerce, one such media request, explaining: “This is like many of the other. Landsea
will talk about the 20-30 natural cycle as the cause and wave off the climate connection
as he has in a score of other interviews like this.” Fuqua approves. saying. “okay on this
one. Please be careful and make sure Chris is on his toes. Since [redacted] went off the
menu, I'm a little nervous on this one, but trust he’ll hold the course.”™

On the moming of October 16, 2005, Knutson received a request to appear on the
CNBC show “On the Money.™**® Knutson called the PAO for approval. FOIA emails
track how Kent Laborde forwarded the request to Chuck Fuqua, who responded, “what is
Knutson’s position on global warming vs. decadal cycles? Is he consistent with Bell and

¥ Email From: Knutson; To: Laborde; Date: Sept. 8, 2005; Subject: recent media contacts Thacker
complete FOIA response pg. 91-93, Email From: Knutson; To: Goldman, Laborde; Date: September 12,
2005, Subject: reporter contacts Thacker complete FOI4 response pg. 94, Email From: Knutson; To:
Goldman, Date: September 15, 2005, Subject: [redacted] interview request Thacker complete FOIA
response pg. 95.

M Email From: Catherine Trinh; To: Smullen; Date: Sept. 19, 2005; Subject: Landsea for [redacted] 9-19
Thacker complete FOIA response pg.96-98. This email string also suggests that CEQ was involved in
clearance decisions.

* Email From: Smullen; To: Trinh; Date: Sep. 21, 2005; Subject: #2 Thacker complete FOIA response pg.
105-06; Thacker NOAA FOIA summary pg. 3-4, 8. A September 28, 2003, email from a DOC senior policy
analyst Chris Scheve to Jenmfer Sprague affirms that scientific perspectives were indeed at stake. The
email states: “Here is the thing I referenced from Kerry Emanuel. While the first line is good, the rest of it
15 definitely a different perspective than what Landsea has been saying.” Subject: Kerry Emanuel G4P
August 9, 2006 part 2 NOAA FOIA pg. 61.

** Email From: St John; To: Fuqua; Date: Sept. 23, 2006; Subject: R-3 [redacted] hurricanes-cause-
climate change Thacker NOA4 FOIA response pg. 6-7. Later that afternoon, St. John proposes tracking
down Landsea to answer a request “for a NOAA scientists to discuss links between climate change and
hurricanes™ and obtains immediate approval from Fuqua. Email From: St. John; To: Fuqua; Date: Sept. 23,
2005, Subject: R-5 9-23 [redacted] hurricanes and CC-Goldman Thacker complete FOIA response pg. 111-
12, Around this time, two email subject lines requesting clearance from DOC read: “clearance #[], g.
warming not causing intense hurricanes....” Thacker complete FOIA response pg. 96-99,

6 Tom Knutson, interview with Maassarani (April 13, 2006) record on file with GAP; Antonio Regalado
and Jim Carlton, “Statement Acknowledges Some Government Scientists See Link to Global Warming,”
Wall Street Jowrnal (February 16, 2006); and Clayton Sandell, “Government Accused of Censorship Over
Global Warming E-Mails Suggest Officials Stopped Scientist From Talking About Global Warming,” ABC
News (September 20, 2006).
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Landsea™™  Knutson remembers that Laborde soon called hack to question Knutson
aboul what he planmed to say — especially with regard (o any trends in hurricane selivity —
and “supplied a puarded responze.” Laborde then wrote to Fugua “that he is consistent,
but u bit of a different animal, He isn't on the meleorological side.  He's purely o
numerical modeler. e takes existing data from observation and projects forward. [lis
take i that even with worse cose projections of green house gas concentralions, there will
be a very small increase in hurricane intensity that won't be realized until almost 100
years Trom now.”™ Two minites later Fuguen responded, “Why con’t we have one of the
other guys on then?” Laborde answers: “DBell is unavailable because of other
commmitments and Limdsen 15 busy at the humicme center with Wilma,™  Enutson soon
received a voicemail notifving him that the interview had been rejected.

Fuqua seems 1o have been quite busy at this time. In an email 1o kent Laborde
regarding a media request for Landsea to appear on NewsHowr With Jim Lehrer two davs
later, he writes: ™™

please make sure Chris 15 on message and that i 15 a frendly discussion, [ don’t
want our people in a precarious position or subject 1o an ugly scene. I'm not
completely comfortable with this, but feel its better than him not going on., | need
a report on how it goes. Thanks.

Also, the interview vou reference was done withou our knowledpe and T irust that
won'L happen agmn. Thanks.

On Oetober 19 - with Hurmcane Wilma measuring in as the strongest evelone to
have hit the Atlantic Basin - Fuqua blankly rejects a request for an interview with
Landsen on “why so many Cot. Ss/global warming?* by the Criemedo Sentinel**® He
explaing, “1°d prefer that we not do this while dealing with a hurricane coming at us,” but
i 15 unelear what other work the DOC PAC would have to do at this time.

Soon thereafler DOC begin gromting Londsen ammeedinte opprovals, and the
NOAA PAO automatically steered reporters towards Landsea when hurricane-climate
chnge inguiries came in. ™ This occurred even when another scientist was specifically

" Email From: Fugqun;, To: Laborde, Dnte: Oct, 19, 2005, Subject: medm request for iomght with Knutson
Thacker complate NCAA FOIA pg. 120, 122, 131-32, 135-30.

W il From: Fusgue, Too Lsborde, Date: Ot 19 2005, Subject: on Lehrer request . kend laboresd wall
[redacted?] Thacker complete NOAA FOIA pg. 121, 124, Originally, Foqua had required the interview,
which imvolved snother schendist wiho did not share Landsea’s views, 1o go “back-to-back. "

" Emml From: Fogqu, Too Laborde; Date: Oct. 19, 2005, Subject: climste/aricane mierview request
GAP Awgnst £, 2008, part 3 NOAA FOIA response pg 382, [t is possible that public relations officials with
no sienbific buckgroumd such as Chusck Fugun dad not mmmedmiely grosp the disbinetion - scienbifio
perspectives. Cf Email From: Trinh: To: Smullen, Date: Sept. 20, 2003; clearance #7 - glebal dimming
apers - St for Dutton 10 Thaeker compliele NOAA FOLA resporse pg. 102404,

Eg., emml From: Trmh, To: Loborde, Date: Oet 27, 2005, Subgect: #4 hwricsmes medin mquiry
Thacker complete NOAA FOIA response pg. 142, Enadl From: Goldman, Te: Laborde, Date; Oct. 19,
K5, Subpeat: hurronnes and global worming Thacker compilete NOAA FENA resporeae e, 137 Emmal
From: Fuqua, To: Labarde, Date: et 19, 2008, Subject: climateurricans inerview request GAP dugust
& Jode, part 3 NOAA FOIA response pe 392, Bmail From: Daved Miller; To: 5t John, Smullen, Labonde;
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requested.  After Emanuel publicly charged NOAA with gagging its scientists, the
Providence Journal tried to arrange an interview with Tom Knutson. Reporter Peter
Lord writes: **!

Calls to NOAA's public-affairs office led to Kent Laborde, who was described as
the public-affairs person who focuses on climate-change issues.

Laborde made it clear that the NOAA has discounted the research tying global
warming to worsening hurricanes.

“What we've found is, if you look at a couple segments of science, observational
or modeling, there is no illustrated link between climate change and hurricane
intensity,” Laborde said. “We actually have periods of intensity followed by
periods of lower intensity. We have evidence of periods going back to the 1930s.
It follows a clear pattern.™

Laborde was asked if he would approve an interview with Knutson.

“What is the topic?” he asked.

“Emanuel's theories linking climate change to worsening hurricanes.”

“Chris Landsea would be better. He's an observational scientist,” Laborde said.

Furthermore, at least one scientist seems to have recognized the agency’s
preferences. In a November 17 recap. Hurricane Research Division meteorologist Dr.
Stanley Goldenberg emphasizes, “the interview went well & dealt w/ the reasons for the
busy season, climate fluctuations, global warming NOT being the primary reason for the
activity, ete.”?  Indeed, Goldenberg was recommended for future interviews. In a
November 28 email. Tom Hayden from National Geographic requests interviews with
“some of the guys at HRD” while he is in Miami. OPCIA head St. John asks Goldman,
“any of them climate experts as far as the long term activie/less [sic] active cycles?”
Goldman responds “Stan Goldenberg is one of the main authors on the 2001 paper in
Science that says we are in a natural cycle of more active hurricanes.”*

Date: Nov. 4, 2005; Subject: [redacted] Global Climate Change & Impact on hurricane frequency Thacker
complete NOAA FOIA summary pg. 143-46.

1 Peter B. Lord, “Hurricanes are getting worse because of global warming,” Providence Journal (March
26, 2006).

2 Email From: Stanley Goldenberg. To: Jana Goldman; Date: November 17, 20035, Subject: Media
Update: Ada Monzon -- Univision Puerto Rico GAFP August 9, 2006, part 3 NOAA FOIA response pg. 503,
¥ Email From: Goldman; To: St John, Smullen, David P. Miller, Date: November 28, 2003; Subject:
media request from [redacted] GAP August 9, 2006, part 3 NOAA FOIA response pg. 516, Goldenberg
also expresses no concerns about political interference stating that “some of us NOAA scientists who are
considered the experts on hurricane climate variability do not in any degree feel that we are being hindered
in any way from honestly looking at and analyzing the data — arriving at what we feel are the appropriate
conclusions based on the science as we know it.” Email From: Stanley Goldenberg; To: Jana Goldman;
Date: March 28, 2006, Subject: Talking points concerning GW/Natural Variability and Hurricanes GAP
August 9, 2006, part 3 NOAA FOIA response pg. 720-21
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Media contact favoritism can create the impression of an agency consensus in the
hurricane-clhimate change debate; however even prior to Hurmicane Ratrina this false
consensus was made explicit. Shortly after resigning from the IPCC in protest over the
“eritical problem with the CC process,” D, Chirstopher Landsen forwarded o medin
request that he had received from a French source to Goldman. ™™ Goldman then asked
Landsen and the PAD headyuarters to review a drafl response claiming that “NOAA
supporis the view that there is no verifiable link between observed climate change and the
intensity and frequency of the most recent Atlantic hurricane season.™™ From the FOLA
record, only Lundsea responds: “1 think vour response looks fine. ... There have no papers
(NOAA or other folks) that have made any link between today’s humcane activity and
observed global warming.” ‘Thizs was less than five months after GFDL researcher Tom
knutson published his work on the impocts of COb-induced warming on simulated
hurricane intenszity and precipitation.

Press Conferences and Congressional Hearlngs

Al the November 29, 2005, press conference marking the end of humcane season,
D=, Max Mayfield and Gerry Dell were presemt 1o answer réporiers’ questions on
MOAA"s behalf, As director of the Tropical Prediction CenterMational Hurricane Center
(WHC) and founding metcorologist of NOAA's secasonal Atlantic hurricans outlooks
respectively, this line up was not, in itself, inappropriate,  On the other hand, the NHC
ond the Climate Prediction Center, where Bell 15 stationed, foll under the National
Weather Service and deal primarily with shont-term climate variability and forecasting.
Thus, neither scientist was o specinlist in long-lerm chimate dynmmies; nonetheless they
ficlded all inguiricz concerning global warming and hurricanes.  Indeed, one NOAA
official noted in an email that “Max won't believe the research until it is unanimous. ™

As reported in the New Ropublte, when asked about recent reports at the press
conference that “global warming may have been responsible for the intensity of the
storms,” Bell states categorically “we see abzolutely no indication whatsoever that
preenhouse warnming is cansing any of it Instead the storms” intensity was “part of the
multi-decadal signal that we see. It's not related to greenhouse warming,™ Officially
representing NOAA in interviews or speeches in the fall of 2005, this came position has

™ Email From. [Redacted], To: Peter Oriner, Judy Gray, Grank Marks, Evan Forde, Jana Goldman, Date:
January 19, 0F, Subject: Hincanes, Global Warming s the 1ROC Thacker complieie NOAd FOI
response pg. 2, Email From: Landsea, To: Jana Goldman, Dae: February 9, 2003, Subject: [PCC Thacker
cosmglite NCAA FOLE risgonse gg.5-7.

™ hel

** Ernail From: Webster, To: Rayder, Date: June 1, 2006 GAP MOAA Augnst & 2006, part | NOAA Fold
respoes g, 365367,

" John Judis, “The Government™s Junk Science,” The Mew Repurblic (Movember 2, 2006), Ome of our
sources has noted that NOAA had never before taken an official posttion on suwch a mging scientific
conbroversy.
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been put forward by Mavfield on CB5's “Face the Nation™ and by the NOAA
Administrator at Welden Springs, Missouri, "

Mﬂ'l’m[d has also addressed the issue of cdlimate change and hurricanes in front of
Congress. * Om Seplember 20, 2005, Moyficld told the subcommittee of the Senate
Commerce Commitiee that “The increased activity since 1995 is due o naiural
Muetuntions and eveles of lumeane activity, doven by the Atlantic Ocenn itsell along
with the atmosphers above it and not enhanced substantially by glebal warming.™
According 10 an email eight days before the hearing, the NOAA OAR's Legislative
Anulvsis Team was working with Landsca to come up with answers {o the “Cilobal
Warming Question” and connected with Jennifer Sprague to discuss L™ In early 2006,
NOAA had developed an intemal set of hurricane and climate change talking points —
emphostzing natural vanability - for congressional hcm‘il!g,s.m

However, with the publication of a number of damaging news articles and
Congressional attention building up fo the summer of 2006, this position became
untenable ™ In a June 1 email response to the House Subcommittee on Environment,
Technology md Stndurds stall director poimting 1o the leaked mlking poimnts, head of
legislative affairs Eric Webster writes: “1 personally put [mention of an ongoing debate]
in the las um:rlc of speeches for the Admiral, put it in Max Mayfields written and ol
statements.™™ A June 5 email shows Jennifer Sprague updating General Johnson's
scheduled July 7 oral testimony  “1o reflect the mgcriug debate on hurricanes and climate
change and will be sending to Ahsha for her thoughts. ™"

Wehsites

In the Movember 2005 posting of NOAA Magazine Online, the headline story
reads: “NOAA Aftributes Recent Increase in Hurmcane Activity to Naturally Occurring
Multi-Decadal Climate Variability;™ a later news item is entitled: “Consensus Among
NOAA Hurricme Researchers and Forecasters.” ™ In February, GFDL director Anls

T Bemetime townrd the end of 2005, Lautenbacher was personnlly provided with s PowerPoint by GFIIL
scientists, omlining the current understanding of climate change effects on hurricanes and including Tom
Fonutson's research. GAP At & 2006, parf 3 NOALA FOLAA undated respore pe. 85-91.
" Smilrly, s Maorch 30, 2006, emnil smeggests that Ur. Landsen wns also encoumged to attend & Hill
briefing and was approved 1o atend without the wpical requiremsent of a formal invitsion. Email Froen
Landsea, To: Ferguson, Date: March 30, 2006, Subgect: bricfing on the Hill GAP NOAA Auwgug 9, 2006,
2 NEAA FOLA response pg, 82

Emml From: Lurtigue, To: Sprigue, Dale: Beplember 12, 20005, Bubject: Inngunge to spealic quesbions
GAP NOAA Augnst 9, 2006, part 2 NOAd FOM nesponse pg. 52,
MOAR QieAs (undated), GAP dugnat 8 2006, part 3 NOAL FOIA responss vedated pg 26-75
* Emml From: Wehster, To: Engley, Date: Mmy 72, 2006; Subgect: the soentisis om] presentntion (74P
NOAA Augiesr 2, 2008, pare | NOAA FOLL response pg. 283,
2 Benail From: Webster, To: Rayder, Date: June 1, 2006 GAP NOAA Augnst 9 2006, gart | NOAA FOld
rexpourse p 363-367,
¥ Eemail From: Websier, To; Spragus: Dute: hine 3, 2006 GAP MOAA Augun 9, 2008, pan | NOAA
FOLA resporse pg. 308, see also 292
M dwwilshie ar hopwww magnzine noas gov storica'mag] 54 hm (Inst visited March 23, 2007)  The
rews item references a sole paper by Christopher W, Landsea, Stanley B, Goldenberg, Albero M Mestas-
Munez, and Willsam M. Ciray
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Lectmnn expressed s disoppomtment o NOAA semor manngement over the media
owmery that this incident had stirred up. “Thiz iz an embarrassment that NOAA could
have easily avoided by inserting something like *impacts of global warming can not be
precluded” m the vanous press releases and Hill testimomes.”™ A few GFDL soientists
alzo began crafting a letter 1o Mahoney explaining their views on the subject and
requesting that the posting be updated to “reflect a more complete view of the potential
factors imvolved m the decadal seale chinges m hwmcane activity™ or “more clearly state
that this assessment iz 2 view of a subset of research scientists within NOAA™ Caughn
in the brewing controversy, Ahsha Tribble confided to Jennifer Sprague, Chris Scheve
md Leah Horrelson of DOC, and NOAA Chiel of Siall Scolt Rayder, “whal we are
irying to say is that statement that waz posted in the online NOAA Magazine was not an
official NOAA position.. .. internally, we know that is was a statement drafted by public
afluirs that shipped through the sysiﬂm"iu

Soon enough a fosnote disclaimer was added a1 the end of the on-line magazine
expluining that:

The consenzus in this on-=line magazine story represents the views of some NOAAL
herricane researchers md Torecosters, bul does nol necessorily represent the views
of all NOAA scientists, It was not the intention of this article to discount the
presence of a human-induced global warming ¢lement or 1o attempt to claim that
such an element 15 pol presemd, There s a robust, on-going discussion on
hurricanes and climate change with NOAA and the seientific community.

Monetheless, on Febmary 17, 2006, six GFDL scientists wrote to Spinrad of NOAA QAR
suyving that by leaving the body of the text unaltered, the discloimer was nol enough 1o
overcome the public’s perception of a conscnsus position.m Spinrad responds that he
will hriuﬁlhnir message to the leaderahip at a set of meetings on the subject scheduled for
that day. "™ As of March 22, 2007, the online posting hnd not changed.

¥4 Frmm Leetmua, Tow Koblmsky: €C Mahoney, Eoyder, Spmrsl, Kosen, Atles, Gilackm, Date: Fehruary
12, 2004 Subject: Head's up: WOAA in the newaMew Republic aricle on hurricanes and global warming
Greenpeacd NOAA FOIA response pg 14-38. Dr, Lectmaa also wams that a similarly-miskeading public
derual of o climate chamge comnmection may arse i sgrificon drowghis develop over e next year or s0.”
** ¥From: Delworth; To: Kmsison; Dnte: Februnry 13, 2006; Suhgect: hunk Seience Greenpeace M4
FOJd response p. 58,

** Email From Webster, To: Tribble; Date: February 10, 2006, Subject: QA8 in preparation for the Dep
Zeo's House Soienee Henrmg (LA July 21, 2006 WAL FOIA response pr. 8589,

** Email From: Roaald Siouffer, To: James Hansen; Dte: Februnry 16, 2006, Subject: WS piece GAP
August & 2006, part 3 NOAA FOIA response pg. 64647,

% Bzl From: Rachard Spnmd, To: Tom Delworth et al., Dute: February 17, 2006, Sulsject: Hursicine
and Climate Change GAF Awgrend 9, 2006, part 3 NOAA FOIA rexponse pg. 85153
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Fact Sheets

It was ultimately one year after Hurricane Katrina, and with seeming reluctance,
that NOAA took an affirmative step to counter its own misrepresentation of the science.
A summary of the February 17 Senior Management Meeting mentioned above came up
with the following recommendations for NOAA Administrator Conrad Lautenbacher:

We need to do a much better job anticipating issues that will generate media
interest and get out in front of them. We should have worked a ‘one NOAA®
position on hurricanes/climate change last spring given the seasonal forecast. Chet
will take the lead to develop this position now and will institute a process to
anticipate other issues (e.g. La Nina and drought) and be pro-active with PA....

The WMO statement on climate change and hurricanes is a good statement.
Ahsha is drafting talking points to be used by PA when their press release goes
out on Monday. This will emphasize the current state of flux of our knowledge
and point to CCSP Synthesis and Assessment Products that are designed to
answer these very questions.

Definitive statements about the state of understanding of complex science issues
demand a rigorous process that draws from a broad knowledge base and employs
independent review. This is being used in IPCC and in CCSP Synthesis and
Assessment Products.

As reported in Nature, what ensued was the “creation of an internal seven-member panel
charged with preparing a consensus statement on the views of NOAA researchers on
hurricane science.™”! The final document was finalized in mid-May in preparation for
the start of hurricane season in June, but according to records obtained by Nature's Jim
Giles, was held up at DOC:*™?

When asked about the document, NOAA Administrator Conrad Lautenbacher told
Nature that it was simply an internal exercise designed to get researchers to
respect each other's points of view, He said it could not be released because the
agency cannot take an official position on a field of science that is changing so
rapidly. But panel members contacted by Nature, including Leetmaa, disagree
strongly with this interpretation. Internal NOAA and Commerce-Department e-
mails also discuss the timetable for the document being “cleared” for
“distribution”. The draft states that it refers to the “current state of the science"
and does not contain "any statements of policy or positions of NOAA™,

3 Jim Giles, “Is US hurricane report being quashed?” Nature (September 26, 2006). Incidentally,
responding to an email by Jennifer Sprague inquiring as to his participation in a near final version of the
fact sheet, Dr. Landsea expresses that he was involved reluctantly because he preferred not to “try to
summarize what is going on in the field.” Oveta NOAA Aug 9 pt 2 FOIA response pg. 83

¥ An “Issue Assessment” in our records suggests the final draft may have been ready and awaiting
approval as early as April 28, 2006. GAP August 9, 2006, part 3 NOAA FOIA response pg. 813, See also
Email From: Webster, To: Rayder, Date: June 1, 2006 GAP NOAA August 9, 2006, part 1 NOA4 FOIA
response pg. 367.
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The fact sheet was finally posted days afier Giles™ article was published. There
appeared to be no major changes between it and an earlier April 13 draft obtained in our
investigations.”” Neither draft cites CCSP or IPCC !Jroduct& Moreover, as recently as
August 8, 2006, NOAA issued a press release stating: %

According to Gerry Bell. Ph.D.. NOAA’s lead seasonal hurricane forecaster, the
major climate factors expected to influence this year’s activity are the ongoing
multi-decadal signal, which produces wind and atmospheric pressure patterns
favorable for hurricane formation, along with ongoing warmer-than-normal sea
surface temperatures. NOAA attributes these same factors to the current active
Atlantic hurricane era that began in 19935,

i Compare http://hurricanes. noaa gov/pdfhurricanes-and-climate-change-09-2006.pdf (last visited on
March 23, 2007) with NOAA Fact Sheet (April 13, 2006) NOAA August 9, 2006, NOA4 FOIA response pg.
638-40. In an October 4, 2006, letter, House Science Committee ranking member Gordon wrote
Lautenbacher: “It is hard to know how to come to any meaningful conclusion except that the Department of
Commerce sat on this report in its review process. NOAA reviews had been completed by early May; only
Commerce’s review stood between this consensus report and the public. Your personal approval of its
contents was apparently insufficient to see the report released” Available  at
http://sciencedems. house gov/Media/File/AdminLetters/noaa_hurricane-fag_letter Odoct06. pdf (last visited
on March 23, 2007). Moting “the inconsistencies between your story as portrayed in Nature and the story
implicit in your staffer’s e-mail and Leetmaa’s contention,” Gordon requests that Lautenbacher provide
detailed information about the development of the FAQ by October 13. “Fundamentally, I am baffled at
the proliferation of non-scientists in public affairs offices—many of whom are political appointees with no
scientific qualifications, but perfect partisan credentials—continuing to insert themselves into shaping what
the public can hear from our federal scientists.”

™ Available at http://www publicaffairs noaa gov/releases2006/aug06/noaa06-068 html (last visited on
March 23, 2007).
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THE CHAIN OF COMMAND

Congressiomal comespondences, complaints from scientists and lah directors, and
internal emuils thot forward damaging medin reports o agency leadership demonstrute -
though often discounted 1o be solely a problem of perception or poorlyv-implemented
policy — that officials up (o the highest bevels are aware of problems m their ugmcy.m
Al NOAA this includes Administrator Lautenbacher, Chief of S1aff Scott Ravder, former
Deputy Adminstrator Mahoney, Deputy Undersearetary John 1. Kelly Jr., QAR Assistant
Administrator Dr. Rick Spinrad, Director of the Climate Program Office Chester
Koblinsky, Director of NOAA™S Aeronomy Laboratory v Daniel Albritton, policy
advisors Jenmifer Sprague and Trnbble, os well as OPCIA stoll Jordon 51 John ond Scodt
Smullen, and comnunications officer Randee Exler.

Although we contacted these individuals For comment, most of them never
respondad. One exception was Spinrad, who noted: '™

As for the issue of scientific integrity and free speech, T am firmlv convinced that
our organization stands by and adheres to the strongest principles of open and free
exchange of scientific research results,

When asked about the complaints from scientists, Sr, Spinrad added;

I am well aware of these concerns and am working with our lab directors and
scientists 1o try (o address these concems. [ believe much of the problem in
perception stems from not having well-understood and easily applied processes
for working with the media.

The FOLA record shows thal semor mumngement lorgely dismissed reports of
interference.  Richard Ilim, General Counsel for the National Weather Service's
Employees” Organueation, concurs:

Our union. .. has been Keeping a keen eve on this issue in NOAA, where we
represent five differemt bargaining units of emplovees, including NOAN's
hrricane research seientiss. Fraonkly, though it may come as a surprise (o those
who do not trust the Bush administration generally (myself very much included - |
am @ partism active Democral and serve on the Kerry cunpmgn), NOAAS

7 Sew, e, Emml From: Jeflrey Domald, To: Scott Ryder, Comnrad Lautenbacher, James Mahoney, Kelly,
St John, Fuqua, Godirey, Bamett, Martm, Tribble; Date: February 10, 2006 GAP May 30, 2008 NOA4
FOIA vesponse pg. J5-37 (circulating the Wagiunglon Post article); Email From: Eric Webster, To! Jennifer
Spﬂﬁue. Ahsha Trbble, Ewohard 3~|'III1.!1.I.ll| Imte: Barch 27, 2006, Subpecl: Providence Jowmal aricle on
hurricancs and global wamming “NOAA hiding wuth.. ” GAP May 38 2008 NOAA FOIA response pg. 83«
&7 (carculatang the Peter Lord article, Welmter writes, * This 1 mot good ™). Yee also Emul From: Jordan S0
John; To: James Mnhoney, Date: March 27, 2006, Subject: hurricanes and climnte change informntion
story in Sundzy Rhade [sland Roumal GAP dugust £ 2006, part 3 NOAA FOIA response pg. 715-19, Email
From MMary Glmokin, To: Conmd Laitenbacher, Danle; Februnry 17, 206K, !-hh_p::l Hummennes and Clmnls
Change Communication & other issues GAP August & 2006, part 3 NG FOIA respontse pg. 667,

I Richsard Spinmd, communication with M i (Oxctober 11, 2006) recovd on file with GAP.
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leadership has not interfered with or "muzzled” its emplovees in any way on this
issue. While WOAA has issned advice to it emplovees that it should work
through NOAA'S OfMee of Public Affurs when speaking fomually on beholl of
the agency which is certainly the agency’s legal prerogative, it has also assured
emplovees, in writing, that they are free 1o speak to the press and to Congress
without limitation when expressing their own views (s opposed to formal agency
views] or when expressing the views of the union.

7

.r\dmillcdtl:.",, scientists may be part of pmblcm.“ Dr. Hobent Atlas, head of AOML,

contends:

1 think part of the problem is that many scientistz were unaware of NOAA's
policy on publications and media inlerviews, In sddition, some individuals might
think that any review by management is an attempt to stifle theirr work or
conclusions. My experience in NOAA iz completely 1o the contrary, with review
by MOAA only serving (o ensure that the conclusions are based upon solid
science. On the specific issue of whether the increase in hurricane activity that
was observed in 2004 and 2005 is due 1o nateral fuctoations or anthropogenic
global warming, most of the scienbists involved believe very strongly (almost
religionsly) in their conclusions. In gome instances they may be unwilling 1o
acknowledge the limitations of their studies, and that may be where the
perceptions come from.

In addition, medin editonals often fal to capture the nuance and confext of a
particular story. Insofar as misperceptions do exist, members of the media and public
interest community have been guilty of perpetuating and aggravating them; generalizing,
and exaggerating a few solated meidents and the testimony of a few mdividual seienbists
1o create the impression that there i a conspiracy of “censgorship.” 1 is the hope of this
report 1o sharpen legitimate criticism and target it to where it is due.

To be sure, it is evident from the actual experiences of scientists, the FOIA
record, other mside sources, md factual news reports thal o rough pattern of mapproprate
interference with the commumication of science does exist, and may ultimately politicize
the work environment so a5 to influence scientific research itself,  In contrast 1o
headguoriers and executive leadership, mid- and low-level mnd regional administrative
support for “sensitive™ research results and sympathy for the scientists” concems seems 1o
Tun hig]l.”’ Al the begimming of the Bush admimistration, o NOAA stafler wrote o Jana

™ {3len Tubm, Genern] Coumsel for NOAA Admmstmbor's offoe, believes munagement philosophy pats
science and transpatency first. “1 was never involved in m sinaation where we change the facts [rather]
people perpetuate a rumor.... Scientists are a nyopic bunch. [They are] impatient and don't understans
there 15 o process or legnl requarements ™ Inlerview with Muesnmnn (July 19, J006) record on file with
GAP.

¥ pobert Atlas, communication with Masssarnd {October 12 2006) record an file with GatP,

T Keg Fmm] From: Jans Coldman, To: Debby Bay, Dute: Janunry 15, 2001, Subject: New Soentist: An il
wind GAF August 9 3006, part 3 NOAdd FOI4 response pg 14, Email From: Goldman, Te: David
Goodrich, Stephanse Haminglon, Date: October 8, 2002, Subject: CNN.com — Climate change costs 3150
hin @ year: veport - Ot ¥, 2002 CRAF Awgred 9, D006 part 3 NOAA FOTA resporse pg 149 (Torwasding
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Goldman at the OAR PAOD pccompanving o January 20, 2001, New Scfemist ariicle,
“Jana; this haz some good info in it mnmin%oﬁush‘s cabinet choices and their
skepticism agamnst our Global Warming programs. ™ Years later, Mrs. Goldman sent a
casual email to a colleague forwarding the Apnl 10, 2005, Raw Story article, “this may
pive vou a bit of insight on what's going on. Thanx [sic] for vour indulgence and
understanding, ™!

Our investigation suggests that incidents of interfierence and restrictive policies
lnrgely ongimate in the Couneil on Environmental Quahity, Office of Management and
Budgel, Office of Science and Technology Policy, Department of Commerce, various
headquarters offices, and politicallv-appointed agency stall.™  Documents recently
obtained by the House Oversipht and Government Committee also sugpest some
collaboration with the Office of the Vice President.’™  In an April 23, 2003, memao,
former CEQ Chiel of Sl Philip Cooney dizcuszed the controversial Soon-Baliunas
study refiting climate change with Kevin O'Donovan, an aide 1o Dick Chenev.
According to the committes chairman, Cooney wrote, “we plan (o begin relerring (o this
study on administration communications on climate change... It reprezents an opening to
potentially reinvigorate debate on the actual climate history of the past thousand
ycm."m Al the same time, the administration has not always consulied its own high-
level federal scientists on controversial scientific issues. ™

article on climate change), Emall From: Stouffer, To: Delworth, Dixon, Date: July 6, 200a; Subject: Noaa
medin policy Gradapeace NOAL FOTA response pg. 40-42, Thomas Delworth, mberview with Masssarani
{Apnl 13, 20EK), Fmul From: (Goldman, T Sleven Carson, Date. Februnry 1, 2001, Bubject: GEL paper
GAP Augrese 2, 2006, part 3 NOAA FOIA response pg. 28 (press officer suppartive of press release)

= Email From: Ann Themason; To: Jana Goldman;, Date: October 5, 2005, Subject: Webcome 1o my world
CRAF Airgrest &, 204K, parrt 3 NCOAA FONA resporae g 368,

= it

™ On June 13, 2006, Sen. Licberman (DoCH), chair of the Senate Homeland Security and Governmental
Aflmirs Commitioe, senl a letler 1o Marbumger stating that “the oceurreiwe of allegnlions across four
dhfferent govemnment sgencies rmses the possbality that negative mgrmls reganding scientific openmnes,
particularly as regands climate change. might be traveling from a central source of auhornity 1o muhiple
Bxecutive Branch departments” and urging blasbunger W0 “investipate that possibility and report your
limdirgs 1o me. ™ Awenilghle o hl!l:p S semate povd DlesTem Files 6061 Avarburger pl.lf{h.ﬂ vamled
Murch 23, 2007). Marburger, a scicntist and lifelong Democra, responded that these incidents resulied
freen “lower level emplovees nod effectively anticulating the sdministration’s position on matters of
scaenlifio openness,” pd thit “high-level” policy olfsomls were concemesd by thes nctions. Letter dubed
November 16, 2006 Licherman also wrole o Lmsenbacher asking him to develop a “detmled policy
outlining mechanisma for public disemination of sciernific findings at NOAA ™ e further requesied tha
Lautenbacher “determine whether NOAA officials have been operating scconding to any unofficial
guidance on managing the public dissemination of findings reached by the agency’s climate scientists and
mweerinan the onigin of thid gudonoe. 1§ evidence of any such gusdimes = nol discovered, myvestge and
determine why the conduct referenced in the firm paragraph of this lener nevenheless appears 1o have
oecumed.”

0 Lauren Morello, “House probe turns to rale of Cheney's office,” Envirsment and Eneey Daidy (March
20, 2007,

™

= mccording to the Washington Moy, the lns meluded D, Bierbaum, & Clinton administration
mppoinies who served inio the first year of Bush’s term i OSTP. Wicholas Thompson, “Sesence fnetion:
the growing - and dangerous - divide between scientists and the GOP-Republican Party, George W, Dush
and scientific policy.” Washingfon Moty (Tuly/ August 2003} The article alsa notes that it 1ook
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Fxeeutive office supervisors, political appointees, and staff hired for their party
loyalty may hove mn adeologieal basis for downploving “sensitive” seience. Consider the
following individuals that have been idemtified carier in this repon.

According to faw Story, Jim Teel “had supporied Karen Hughes® defense of then
Governor Georpe W, Bush’s National Guard record” before he took up a position as a
regional NOAA PAC director and re-interpreted the 2004 medin policy o require blanket
prc-q:pmvaLm Belore being appointed press officer st NASA hepdquarters, where he
rejected Hamsen's media requests, the 24-vear old George Deutsch worked for the
Hush/Cheney reelection campaign.™’ Similarly, DOC press officer Chuck Fugua used to
be the Director of Media Operstions for the 2004 Republican National Convention, "™
Michael Catanzaro, who s cwrently an aide to EPA Deputy Marews Peacock and has
been accused of coxving up o indmln'.m served carlier as deputy environmental policy
directar for the Bush-Cheney reelection eam.™  In between these positions, Catanzare
served at CECQY, where he held close ties with CEL™ and as 1 communieations director
for Inhofe’s Senate Environment and Public Works Committee.”™  Political appointees
of all stripes, including James Mahoney, Christie Whitman, John Marburger, and Jordan
51, John, have hkely encountered a conflict between the integrity of the science they
represent and their political affiliations.

seven momhs to choose 8 White House science adviser for the Office of Science and Technology
Policy. Omce Bush had appointed a head of OSTP, he demoted the rank of the position, moved the
office out of the White House, and cut the numbser of associate directors from four 1o twe...
Muweover, Hush apponbed to one of the two wssocile director posteons Kuchord Rusesall, o Hall
asde crederialed with only a bachelor's degree in biology, and let him interview candidates for the
Job of directer. “It bothers me deeply [that he was given that spot], because [ don't think that he is
entirely quulified,” says Allen Bromley, (earge H W, Hush's sovence adviser, who worked lor
some of his temume out of prime real emate i the West Wing of the White House. “To my
astonishment, he ended up mterviewing some of the very senior candidates, and he did not do
well. The people he intenvaewed were noll mmpressed *

* Larisa Alexandrovnm, “Commerce Department tells National Weather Service media contacts must be
E_:-a'ppmvu]." The Hoaw Story (October 4, 20K05).

Andrew Revkin, “A Young Push Appointes Resigns his Post at MASA”™ The New Fork Times (Febmunry
§, 200
= Sev Democracy in Action, the Republican National Convention 2004 availeble af
hitp:Aarwew g edhe'ne ion 2004 oy sreonvorg, him (lest visited on Sarch 23, 2007)
* Frank O Donnell. “Don’t Bet Your Lungs on This.” Tampatne.cont [August 24, 2006). According 10
O'Donmell, emails in EPA’s official regulatory docket reveal a mining associntion lobhyist sending
Cibanvazro “legnd briels,” “responses (o vour questions,™ and o follow-up b yesterday s conversation "
™ Darren Samuelschn, “Licherman nide 10 lend Duke enviro institate,” Greameire (February 23, 2008)
Before this, he was a columnzst for “The National Conservative Weekly,” writing such artickes as
“Eyolo, Ink), Global Wirming, and Fobiion] Blsckmml,™ “MNo (Globa]l Worming Comnsenss,” “Gireen
Alnrmist  Faneasy,” and “Glaciers, "Global Waming” and NY Times Hysteria™ See
it www humaney entsonlme comysearch. phpfauther_name=Michael Catanzaro (last visited on March
23 M7
™ See Email From: Marlo Lewis, To: Michael Crtanzare; Date: My 27, 2008, Subject ELA mmnbers
available af hitp:fwww. whitehouse. gov/ceqfoia‘ced2_ex_142.pdf (kast visited on March 23, 2007),
T2 o hbtgepw, senole govipressitens cfm ?pary <rep&ud=21 3559 (st visited an March 23, 007)



188

BERACTING THESCIERCE OF CLIMATE CHANGE £

In tum, long-term, professionallyv-minded coreer burcascrnts at all levels can be
expected 1o act upon idmlu;i::l signals in order to Vil in" and zatisfy their supervisors,
As ane lab director stated:™

An environment of “aveidance of discussion of glebal warming issues"” somehow
does pervade the Agency. Par of this probably does come down from DOC and
whowve, parl of it probably ongmates i the fet that Admiral Laotenbacher himsell
i= not a “fan” of global warming and rescarch and modeling in gencral. Hiz zense
of priorities no doubt consciously or unconsciously affects the staff around him.

Although as far as | know and can tell, there have been no sdministration NOAA
directives to say that the words “plobal warming™ cannot be used, middle
managers m instances that | knew of have ottempted (o suppress the use of these
words in communications — my guess is that such folks for the most pant are
overzealous and self directed; however, this also shows lack of policy guidance
on Uhis matler by NOAA

Monetheless, our investigation hag uncovered numerous instances where mid- and
low-level ollicials are directly ordered o cary oul actions that inferfere with the
communication of “scnsitive”™ science,  These internal dircetives largely avoid official
channels and follow an opaque chain of command such that personnel who are not
directly myolved often remmn wnaware of them. ™ Consider the lestumony of Mr, X, a
public affairs officer whose name and agency have been withheld 1o protect his
anenymity, '™

Mr. X hod ossumed o position al the ageney PAC that his predecessor hd
“begged to be reassigned™ from. He describes a role that was extremely pressure-lilled,
often finding himself forced 1o do things he would otherwise be unwilling to carry out.
When the movie the “Day Afler Tomormow™ came out and heightened the debate on
climate change, “We had scientists at that ume who were speaking to the press of their
views from a scientific standpoint and my boss told me you are not o substantiate this;
make it look like the scientists are oul there on a limb, the agency is nol backing them
up.” Om another sccasion, he was told, *"You make him be quict, .. get that guy to stop
speaking 1o the public.... It's vour job... T cannot believe vou cannot control that
person.”™ In coses lke this, Mr, X was wormed to be enreful that nothing was m writing,
Rather [ was usually summoned 1o X300 s office, usually with XXX [both top oficials]
there and the door closed

Al times, Mr. X sat in on phone calls from his superior’s office to the White
House, including the Office of Science and Technolopy Policy (OSTP), where he would
need to explon “the simation,” According to Mr. X, mterference was effectively top-
down with the political appointecs giving orders that carcer emplovees would follow in

" Anonymens lab ditector, communications with Masssarani (Oetober 19, 2006) recond an fTie with GAP.
o ndrew Revkin, imerview with Maassarani (June 1. 20067 Andrew Revkin, “NASA Chief Dacks
ﬂgmwy Openeisa,” The New Yok Tomes (Febouary 4, 2006)

Anomymeus puble affmes allicer, mterview with hMansamen My 10, 2006) recard an file with GAP,
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order to keep their jobs, He found himself in a particularly tough position zince he was
the pivotal person between the political appointees directly above him and the scientists
with whom he mterneted ns well os all the mid-level PAD emplovees thot he managed,

Mr. X had 1o inform his superiors of any interview requests from major news
outlets {e.g. US4 Taday, New York Times) concerning climule change. They would
require minute details abow whom and what the inerview involved, and then gt into
whether or nod the mferviewee was o “loose connon” or someone who would “go along
with the company ling,”™ If the former, Mr. X was asked to convince reporters (o talk with
someonz else, often by sayving “Oh, such and such is not going 1o be available, bt T've
got such and s0.” As regards interview monitoring, Mr. X recalls that “we were supposed
1o 121l them that we would do it 1o make gure of no mizquotes,” Although he admits there
may be some truth to this, 18 bas only happened twice while he was there.

When #t came to climate-related press releases mentioning “global warming,™
“warming.” “meliing,” and “glciers,” Mr. X's superiors added an extra step o the
ordinary press release procedures. Although his superiors only had final review in the
normal review and clearance process, Mr. X was told o bring *“sensitive” draft releases
first to them. Further, Mr, X was instructed not to email the drafts, but rather (o print
them oat and hand-deliver them to their offices. When the superiors did not fancy certain
press releases, Mr. X was supposed to tell the researchers that submitted them thal they
were not news-worthy, that there were too many press releases on this panicular topic
already, or “some other excuse.” When laboratory directors were already aware of the
drafts and it was too conspicuous for them to be rejected in this way, Mr. X's superiors
undermined them by having another press officer mark them up o that they would
require heavy reworking. Ty beings sent back for editing often over multiple iterations,
press relenses died of lnek of imeliness.

How similar are Mr. X's experiences to those in the olher climate-science
agencies? Across agencics and progroms, the evidence presented in this report suggests
that iselated and informal lines of communication tie White House officials and top
palitical appomiees to the delibernte interference with medin, congressional, and public
dizsemination of climate science. In addition, consider our express FOIA requests for
any and all communications dealing with public affairs officials,  The resulting
documents disclosed constant commumications between scientists, medin, and press
officers - and references 1o upper-level, depanmental, and White IHHouse review - but
abmst no actual communications between press officers amd the entities from which pre-
approval was required with regard to modia requests, I&rcn releases, congressional
testimony, and other public appearances presentations, Moreover, PAOQ sources
working outside of headguariers did not themselves know who and how pre-approval was

T Sole that BROAA withheld s mmber of documents under exemption b} of the Fresdom of nformatsen
Ac, which protccts “pre-decisional, intrn and imter mgency deliberative commundications™ [t iz our
understanding that this covers advice, recommendations, and opinions made in the deckion-making
mrocess, bul it sotun] clenmnee decraons themselves



190

EERACTING THE SCIENCE OF CLIMATE CHANGE k|

actually attained. ™ Political sensitivities transmitted down an opaque chain of command
from the highest ranks offers an explanation for the varving conceplions of the problem
among scientizts and adminizirative personnel at different levels of the agency.

M Jana Gobdman. interview with Maassarani (October 7, 2006) recond on file with GAP; Anonymous
pudic affurs olficnl, mieview with Massanm recerd an file with CGAF.
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RECENT DEVELOPMENTS
NASA

On February 4. 2006, shortly following Hansen’s allegation of "muzzling,"
NASA Administrator Michael D. Griffin issued the following agency-wide statement:*®

I want to make sure that NASA employees hear directly from me on how I view
the issue of scientific openness and the role of public affairs within the agency.

First, NASA has always been, is, and will continue to be committed to open
scientific and technical inquiry and dialogue with the public. The basis for this
principle is codified in the Space Act of 1958, which requires NASA to “provide
for the widest practicable and appropriate dissemination of information
concerning its activities and the results thereof.”

Second, the job of the Office of Public Affairs, at every level in NASA, is to
convey the work done at NASA to our stakeholders in an intelligible way. It is not
the job of public affairs officers to alter. filter or adjust engineering or scientific
material produced by NASA's technical staff. To ensure timely release of
information, there must be cooperation and coordination between our scientific
and engineering community and our public affairs officers.

Third, we have identified a number of areas in which clarification and
improvements to the standard operating procedures of the Office of Public Affairs
can and will be made. The revised policy. when complete. will be disseminated
throughout the agency.

I want to encourage employees to discuss this issue and bring their concerns to
management so we can work together to ensure that NASA's policies and
procedures appropriately support our commitment to openness.

On March 30. 2006. Administrator Griffin issued a new “policy on the release of
information to the news and information media,” crafted by a working group comprising
representatives from science, engineering, law, public affairs and management.”” House
Science Committee Chair Sherwood Boehlert lauded the policy as “a model for the entire
federal government.”"” OSTP head John Marburger has since urged all federal agencies
and departments to adopt similar media contact policies.””! The policy supports

A

3% Available at http://www nasa.gov/
on March 23, 2007).

* Ibid More than 140 NASA scientists, engineers and other civil servants signed a statement applauding
Griffin’s revision of the media policy. Andrew Revkin, “Call for Openness at NASA Adds to Reports of
Pressure,” The New York Times (February 16, 2006). “His subsequent actions have reinforced his words,”
the statement said.

40 coe hitp://www house gov/science/press/109/109-218 hitm (last visited in February 2007).

. See Letter From: Bart Gordon, Brad Miller; To: Stephan L. Johnson (EPA Administrator), Date: March
15, 2007,

/formedia/fi ymmunication_policy. html (last visited
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principles of openness and establizhes a commitment to disseminate imponant research
findings in a timely and transparent manner. 1t clarifies the relevant procedures, provides
foor an explicil “personnl views exceplion,” prohibits public affairs from editing saentific
content, anticipates the development of approval criteria, and establizhez a dispute
resolution mechanism “to ensure that all parties have a route of appeal in commumeating
seientific and techmical information.™

The poliey falls markedly short in some respects, The poliey confimees (o requine
pre-approval by NASA headguarters public affairs and denics scientists” “final right of
review” for all “press releases, media advisories, news features, and web postings [with]
the potential to gencrnte significant media, or public nterest or inquir:,-."m Maoreover,
the responzibility for thiz clearance, the timing of the clearance, the development of
approval eriteria, and the consideration and resolution of disputes lies with the politically-
appointed assistant administrator of public affairs, As discussed in the legal scction
below, GAP has found that this policy vielates the First Amendment, Anti-Gag Statune,
and Wiistleblower Protection Act (WPA) "™

Monetheless, for GISS scientist Shindell, it was important that Administrator
Grftin spoke out about openmess and emphasized that his scientists should not be
prevented from talking to the press.™  Shindell subsequently noted positive changes in
Iis work environment. “T" v had much better experiences recently, and the press corps at
GEFC is no longer reluctant 1o wse phrases like “climate change” or ‘global warming,”
which they were before as they had the feeling that that would “doom” a release.” This
sentiment has heen echoed by a number of scientists both inside and outside of NAsa ™
However, GISS scientist Shindell questioned whether the new policy will, in practice, be
fundamentally differens:*™

We go through the same procedures basically, with in fact another laver of
“seientific approval” where scientists look over the material first before public
affairs. These are good people and seem to do o good job, bul it's just yet another
layer of bureaucracy. As far as [ know, the political appointess are also still there,
bt Iying low for the present,

According 1o a NASA FAQ, Griffin's working group is currently overseeing the
development of new procedures implementing the policy that will be available in the
“near future.™"

- The directive excludes soienbific and techncal reports, web postings desgned for lechmon] or soentilic
interchange, and wchnical information presemed an professional meetings or in professional journals,

) See Lagal Analvais section below

"M Prew Shindell, o 1oms with M umi { Way 25, 2N record o file with CRAF.

0 Amomymous MOAA director, mterview with Maassarsni (June 1, 2006) record on file with GAP,
Anonymous sciemzst, ierview with Jennifer Freeman (Tune 27, 2006) record on file with GAF.

" [rew Shindell, communications with Misssamni (hay I5, 20H6) record o iile with CRAF,

7 MASA Public Affairs Policy FAQ at pg. § avariloble ar

e Avww nasa gov/audience forme dia features‘communication_policy hinal (st visied on March 24,
HITY
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Al aboul the same time that Admimstrator Gollin stated NASA's commutment 1o
scientific  openneszs, NOAA  Administrator Lautenbacher zent an  agency-wide
annotmcemment entitled “enconragement of scientific debate and transparency™

There have been several print and internet articles recently that have wied 1o make
n ease thal NOAA scientists are beng muzeled. For example, o Tew recent medin
reports have (incorrectly) asserted that some NOAA scientisis have been
discouraged from commenting on the question of whether human caused global
warming muy be influencing the number or intensity of humicanes, Let me state in
the most direct terms that 1 am a strong believer in open, peer reviewed science as
well as the right and duty of scientists o seek the truth and o provide the best
scientific advice possible. When | answer questions on NOAA missions, my
answers are formed on the basis of the scientific papers that 1 have personally
rend, or have been mlormed by vou in the course of NOAA business.

Peer reviewed science speaks for itsell and doesn’t need me ar anyone else 1o
interpret or modify the resulis, For those of vou who know me personally, you
realize that | encourage and actively pursue vigorouz debate on all topics,
particularly including science relaled to NOAA's mission. The purpose is 1o get
ag close 1o the wruth and the facts as possible. 1 expect my management team 1o
adhere 1o this policy of scientific openness as well.

Our media standards alzo reflect an open policy, We encourage our public affairs
staff 1o keep abreast of media interests. [ encourage our scientists to speak freely
and openly. Dogens of you every day are talking (0 the media mmd providing the
results of peer reviewed science across a wide variety of NOAA topics. We ask
only that you specify when you are communicating personal views and when you
are charsclenizing vour work as parl of vour specific contnbution o NOAA's
mission. Also, [ ask that vou respect, and seek to understand, each other’s work
within NOAA We have many disciphnes md centers of excellence within
NOAA, all contnbuting substantially to the bedy of canth science knowledge, Be
toderant of each other as would vour colleagues around the nation and the world.
“Une NOAA™ should apply to our work as scientists as well as our management
structure!

Unlike with NASA, the Administrator took no action to address sciemtists’
concerns and review NOAA's 2004 media policy, which contradicted his own
stafement’s provision of o “personal views fxx.'\:pi'tm.“m Dlespite this new source of
confusion, damaging media coverage, congressional pressure, and internal complaints,
MNOAA seemed to register no reservations about its gniding policy. On April 19, 2006, in
response (o o Washington Post article enticizing the agency for musling its scientists,
Administrator Lautenbacher published an editorial that held steadfastly to the defense
that me political appomtess had imfToenced research on climate choange and “that the Bush

e femsuge fram the Unsdersecretary™ (October 3, 2006)
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administration has supporied scientistz in the form of significant budget increases. ™ In
a March 31, 2006, email, Fric Webster, OLA director, responded 1o an ingquiry about
revisiling NOAA s policy m light of NASAS reform by the Demaocrtic Semor Counsel
1o the Senate Commerce, Science, and Transportation Committee:""

Thanks for the emmil.  As yvou know, NOAA already has 3 media policy which is
open bt requires folks 1o tell the Public Affairs office before an interview.... |
hve forwarded your message 1o Rick Spinned, Jock Kelly and olhers letting them
know of vour interest and concem. [ will follow up on any decisions. | know that
Rick has done some internal examinations but do not know the [sic] if’ there will
be uny changes bused on the results, Agmin, | behieve folks were okay with the
media policy in its current form.

Webster's response stemmed from the understanding reached st a Senior
Management Meeting summarized in a February 17, 2006, communication written by
Muory Cilockin, Assistanl Admumistrotor for NOAAs Office of Progrum Flanming md
Integration, 1o Dr Lawtenbacher, the agency, and lab leadership.

Admaral -

T wamted 1o bring vou up to date with some of The sctions underway
regarding communication of information on climate change and huwricanez and
associated issues. Several of the individuals copied on this email met with Dr.
Mahoney this altemoon and confirmed [that] NOAA has a good policy.

However, we could do more (o explain the policy and the implementation
procedures associated with it. Rick Spinrad will take the lead working with PA to
develop moterial i this regard,

That same day, Senator Barbara Mikulski (T-MID) requested a GAQ investigation
of the policies and practices of key federal science agencies lo ensure openness in
communication of federally-supported science results™"' By April 10, 2006 — upon the
House Seience Commillee's request — NOAA had established plans 1o review its medin
policv. In an email to Nat Wienecke, Assistant Secretary for DOC Legislative and
Intergovernmental  Affairs, Eric Wehster at NOAA Office of Lepislative  Affuars,
expluined: “This 1s the plan for NOAAs review of the Media Policy - - it will go to the
Department [of Commerce] right after NOAA NEPNEC process iz complete™.  The
email meludes a target date for begiming employee trinings Tor the new policy on June

B Commd Lnutenbucher, “We're Fursling Chmate Science, Mot Muzzhng 1L Waeshingion Post (Apnl 19,

2006)

9 Email From: Eric Webster, To: Margaret Spring; Date: March 31, 2006, Subject MASA policy on
Relense of Publo Infommation CE4F May 30, 2006, NOAA FOIA respomse prg. D809

AL eaner 1o Comparaller General awailable a hopmilolski sennte govirecord cfm7id=28171 (last visited
on March 23, 2007y This iwestigation is still underway.

el S| From: Hrom Cirees, Too Komald Stouller, [ule .'\|111| 1, 20Ky, Subpecl: Keveaons o MOAA's
media Poliey GAP dugnse 9, 2008, parr 3 NOAA FOIA response pg. 73539, Email From: Gamet Graves;
Ta: Erve Webster, Date: Apnl 12, 2006; Subject Climate change hearing and detailee GAP July 31, 2008
NEAAA FONA respemse pr. 6865



195

REDACHNG THE SCIENCE OF CLIMATE CHANGE 96

1, 2006."3 Prepared responses to congressional Q& As dated April 27, 2006, stated that
“NOAA is working with the Department of Commerce to evaluate our media policy to
make sure that is [sic] appropriate for NOAA.™""" Department of Commerce had long
been aware of problems with the media policy. As early as July 2005, the FOIA record
shows that Ahsha Tribble had relayed headquarter PAO concerns up “the chain to DOC
level to get their firepower in brokering more autonomy to make decisions... particularly
addressing the problem of media....”""

It is now 2007 and what has happened to the policy revisions? According to
inside sources, NOAA opposes a DOC-proposed “one-size-fits-all” media policy
“because [it was] not well tailored to NOAA’s needs.”"® Questioned under oath at a
January 30, 2007, hearing on climate science integrity before the Senate Commerce,
Science. and Transportation Committee, NOAA Deputy Assistant Secretary of
Commerce for International Affairs and acting CCSP Director Dr. William Brennan
stated that a new NOAA media policy would be announced within a couple of weeks.""’
As of the date of publication, no new policy has been released, leaving the 2004 media
policy isiléed by NOAA Administrator Lautenbacher in place as the agency’s formal
position.

Another significant delay facing NOAA and the CCSP is the appointment of a
new Assistant Secretary of Commerce for Oceans and Atmosphere and NOAA Deputy
Administrator — a single post that has been left vacant since the departure of Dr. Mahoney
at the end of March 2006. In late 2006, the President nominated Jane C. Luxton, a
corporate lawyer with no graduate science education who represents U.S. and foreign
industry clients on national and international environmental regulatory matters for the

Y Email From: Webster, To: Wienecke; Date: April 12, 2006; Subject: NOAA Media Policy GAP May 30,
2006, NOAA FOIA response pg. 115, Email From: Webster; To: Wienecke; Date: April 13, 2006; Subject:
NOAA Media Policy GAP July 31, 2006, NOAA FOIA response pg. 63-65. The NOAA Executive Council
is the agency’s highest level executive management body, chaired by Lautenbacher and consists of the 13
principals and 7 supporting members. See Email From: Lautenbacher, Date: March 6, 2003; Subject;
Message from the Under Secretary — Introducing NOAA's Executive Council Greenpeace select hurricane
NOAA FOIA pg. 21-22.

M Question #15, NOAA's Media Policy, response prepared for the Senate Commerce Disaster Prediction
and Prevention Subcommittee Hearing on Drought and NIDIS GAP August 9, 2006, part 3 NOAA FOIA
response pg. 801,

15 Email From:Goldman; To: Laborde; Date: July 5, 2005; Subject: fodder Thacker complete NOAA FOIA
response pg. 43-43.

16 Anonymous NOAA officer (May 6, 2006) record on file with GAP; Jana Notes

17 In a letter to NOAA management, delivered March 8, 2007, GAP offered its assistance in developing a
more effective, coherent, and trust-enhancing media policy.

Available at http://whistleblower org/doc/0100_001 pdf (last visited on March 24, 2007). GAP has
received no response.

¥ GAP is not aware of media policy reforms at any other federal science agencies. In the wake of the
recently publicized USFWS memoranda barring scientists from freely discussing “climate change, polar
bears, and ice,” House Committee on Science and Technology Chairman Bart Gordon (D-TN) and
Investigations and Oversight Committee Chairman Brad Miller sent letters to the Secretary of Interior and
administrators of 11 other federal agencies inquiring about their science media policies. See press release
(March 15, 2005) available at http://sciencedems house.gov/press/PRArticle.aspx™NewsID=1730 (last
visited March 24, 2007),
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position formerly held by Mahonev."  The Senme Commerce, Science and
Tramspertation Committee had planned 1o consider her nomimtion on December §, 20046,
However, several members of the commities intervened in response 1o concems aboul the
appropriateness of her pomination.  Chairmon Ted  Stevens (B=-AK)  subsegquently
removed Luxton’s nomination from the agenda for that Congress, ™™

Improvements

Despite evident shorteomings, there wis o sense among many seientists and
public affairs officials contacted in the summer and fall of 2006 that things have
genernlly mmproved, a foct that is often attnbuted 1o the recent pressure browght o bear by
outzpoken scientistz, the media, Congress, and watchdog orn;mizll:'om.'" Consider the
following statements from the UCS survey:

Recently a Bush appaintee to the position of Public Information Officer attempied
to muzle im Hansen, Director of GISS, This FIO was sacked and the NASA
Administrator made it clear that such political meddling would mot be tolerated.
This was excellent leadership ot the top and sel the tone for [the] lower echeloms
[that] may not otherwize have been this strong.  Michael Griffin is a grem
improverent over his recent precedents [sic].

As of March 2006 there was a marked change in NASA, and [ have spoken out
freely on climate change, including a NASA-spproved press release, | believe
scientists af other agencies (g, NOAA) still have restrictions,

Major damage has been inflicted upon NOAA and NASA., Fortunately, the
“scientists” backlash forced a retum to seientific integrty in NOAA and NASA.

Monetheless, Mahlman is skeptical that:

systematic and lasting improvements have been achieved in NOAAS handling
und support of climate research and'or its communication (o the public. [ don't
think that thiz statement would be eazily endorsed and accepted within NOAA
toduy, even though the NOAA research seientists that T talk o now agree that they
have carned an encouragingly improved level of scientific freedom to converse
with the press, and talk on the phone to whoever they wish. Paersonally, T admit 1o
still being somewhat wary of the questionable and partizan cthics of the political
appointees within NOAA.

4% Sap her biography at

b wrw ksliw con/portab server, pt2space =K SPublicRedirect&control =K SPublicRedirect Biald=5497
ilml vialed om March 24, 20607)

* Ancnymous source, communication with Rick Pilz

4 The issue has remamed a hot topic. On December 11, 2006, UCS arnounced that =a statement by Nobel
Lmmentes and other leading scyeniists enllmg for the restomtion of seientifie miegrity to fedeml policy
making has now been signed by 10,600 scientists from all 30 states™ Press Release, “10.600 Scientists
Corklemn Folitica] Interference in Saence
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Spotlighting the CCSP

Despite improvements in the flow of information at the agency level, there remain
serious, albeit neglected, issues in the communication of science at CCSP, the umbrella
body responsible for coordinating the multi-agency federal climate science research
agenda. Formerly chaired by Mahoney, CCSP is governed by a committee of principals
comprising 13 other senior agency officials and liaisons for the Executive Office of the
President. including OSTP, CEQ, and OMB. CCSP governance is further structured into
several interagency working groups covering both scientific and operational subject
matter. Pursuant to the CCSP Strategic Plan, the Communications Interagency Working
Group (CIWG) was established in FY2004 to “disseminate the results of CCSP activities
credibly and effectively [and] make CCSP science findings and products easily available
to a diverse set of audiences.™” To this end. the Strategic Plan required the
development of an implementation plan. which has since been adopted and approved to
guide CIWG’s activities through FY2006. Under the plan, CIWG was to produce a
number of deliverables “on climate change science fundamentals such as “Frequently
Asked Questions™ and educational fact sheets, a series of information pieces about CCSP
and its activities, fact sheets and other outreach materials and activities on quarterly
featured topics that focus on cross-agency research efforts. and ancillary outreach
material to accompany research products issued by CCSP working groups. mhid

It is worth noting that since 2004, CCSP has cautiously produced and posted on
its website only five fact sheets and two research summaries, all ranging from two to four
pages in length. It issued eight press releases — three of which were administrative
announcements — and held one workshop on November 14-16, 2005, Furthermore, with
the exception of three press releases. CCSP has not produced any new material as of
January 2006."" In light of earlier findings in our investigations, one ready explanation
for these shortcomings is the process for approval and clearance of CCSP information.
The CIWG Implementation Plan and Terms of Reference all require proposed
communications and products to be approved by the working group. a 30-member
committee that conspicuously includes two representatives of OMB, one from OSTP and
one from CEQ, as well as NOAA policy and press officers Jennifer Sprague. Kent
Laborde and Scott Smullen.**® The proposal then goes to the CCSP principals, including
their representatives from OMB, OSTP, and CEQ." This two-level approval process
involving numerous “schedule C” appointees must then be repeated for the finished

22 hitp:/ Awww usgerp. gov/usgerp/Program Elements/ ications.htm (last visited on March 23, 2007).
3 Ibid See also Marburger’s letter to Udall (April 19, 2005) record on file with GAP.

¥ Tg their credit, CCSP's February 16, 2007, press release brought attention to CCSP's “contribut{ion] to
the IPCC’s increased confidence attributing much of the temperature increase since the mid-20th century to
human activities™ “U.S. Climate Change Science Program Provides Key Contributions To IPCC Fourth
Assessment,” Press Release available at

http://www climatescience gov/Library/pressrel pr lease16feb2007.htm (last visited on March 24,

2007
a8 )

Enclosure, Mahoney Letter to Inhofe (November 14, 2005) available at
}ét‘tpn’-www.whilehouse.govfacqffoia.fccsp.’ceqﬁ.pdf (last visited on March 24, 2007).
Ibid
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product, in addition 1o final clearance by the head of OSTE"™  Further restrictions at

CCEP melude routing of all media and public conteets o the NOAA PAC or CEQ Chair
l:l[:nnn:ughluun'h’:1ill

7 Anonymeous source, Interview with Manssarani (Movember 20, 2006),
2 Phone call by Moasaram o COSP Washington, D0 of fce (Juby 19, 2006)
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LEcAL AMaLysis™
Medin Policies and the First Amendmoent

The findings of the GAP investigation underscore how critical media policies are
o the atlity of emplovees o the federnl chimale seience agencies aml progroms o
communicate zound information (o policymakers and the public. Currently, media
policies often have the effect of silencing these emplovees. This highlights the pressing
need to arbieulate o theory of the Fist Amendment thot provides protection for the
scientific speech of government employees,

The Supreme Court has recognized that government employees retmin First
Amendment proections for cerlain specch both inside and outside the workplace,*™
while ing that the First Amendment doez not “constitutionalize the emploves
prievance,” This is somelimes o difficull balmce 1o stnke, Public emplovess are often
in the best position to offer candid and informed views of govemmental activities and to
expose flawed or corrupt programs. On the other hand, as employvers, government
agenies may need o exercse some control over their emplovees for the efficient
provision of public services.

The Supreme Courl amived at o balance (or these competing ams i the landmor—k
case of Fickering v. Board of Educarion.'™ In deciding whether First Amendment
profection attaches 1o a government emploves’s speech, a court must first determine
whether that speech addresses o matter of public concern. Cmly specch that s of public
concemn is alforded First Amendment protection.  The count must then inguire whether
the emplovee’s free speech interests, and those of the public in hearing what the
employee has lo say, are outweighed by legitimate employment-related concems, such s
secrecy, privacy, efficiency, or other genuine countervailing interesis, ™

LUsing the Fickering balancing test (o assess the comstituttonality of media
pelicies. courts have overturned, among others, regulations that prevented officers or

B Written by Jay Dyekman of the Mationnl Conlition Agamest Cersorship with contributions from GAP
Legal Director Tom Devine, Legislative Represemative Adam Miles, and Manssarani,

% Loe Givhan v. Western Line Congolidaed School Districy, 433 1.5 4101979}

! Connick v, Myers, 461 U5, 138 (1993),

) 1R 363 (1965)

= Afer Congress passed the 1978 Civil Serviee Reform Act (TSRANL the Supreme Coun held in Bush v
Licas (462 U5, 367 (1983, "[Because] petitioner's claims arise out of an employneent relationship that is
governed by comprehensave procedurn] snd subslanbve provsions giving miul r lnes g the
United Seates, it would be insppropriate for this Court to supplement that regulstory scheme with o new
nonstatutory damages remedy.” This decision limited covered federal employees’ right 1o seek remedies in
relalmiion and other employment cases ciling govermment violstsons of thoer Fast Amendment nghis
While ledemml employees covered by the CERA do nod lose Fost Amemdment nghis i necepting
employment with the government, they are forced o rely on the stannory remedies of the 1982
Whistleblower Protection Act (WPA), which amended the CSRA, when challenging government retaluation
[or prolecied speech
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employecs from receiving any honorarium in connection with speaking mgngn:macm.m
a rule thar prohibited emplovees from receiving compensation for their speaking
engagements, ™ a regulation requiring that an emplovee obtain permission from an
ageney’s media affairs office prior to speaking 1o the medin,"® md media affairs
regulations that do not contain a definitive timeline for the release of information, ™’

In Garcerti v. Ceballos, however, the Supreme Court clarifies that Pickering does
not protect complaints made I,:I}' public employvees, in the course of their official duties,
aboul govermmen decisions, ! Briefly, Richard Ceballos was o deputy district attomey
in the Los Angeles County District Attomey’s Office.”™  Afier a defense attomey
contacied Ceballos concerning the validity of a search warrant used (o gain access o
critical evidence in an upcoming criminal case, Ceballos concleded that the affidavit
upon which the warranl had been based confained semous musrepresentations,
Conzequently, Ceballos alerted his supervisors to the discrepancies and prepared a memo
detailing his findings. A meeting was held 0 determine the validity of Ceballos®
conelusions and it was decided that those conclusions were unfounded and that the office
would proceed with the contemplated prosecution.  Subsequently, Ceballos claimed that
he was reassigned from his position in retalistion for speaking out about the deficiencies
of the warrant and notifving the defense,

The Garcert decision has unclear implications for federal soentists speaking to
the media or public, particularly if this is viewed as a pant of their job dutics. Scientific
speech about climate change under Prekering would arguably be treated as a significant
matter of pubhic concerns, Yet, in finding that Ceballos did not have a First Amendment
cause of action, the Supreme Court avoided the Pickering test altogether. The Coun
never addressed whether Ceballos” speech was a matter of public concem; rather, it
shifled the focus 1o the employee's job deseription and granted protections only i the

™ United States v. NTEU, 513 U5 454, 467 (1995), Of significance in NTELU is that the court struck
down “n wholesale deterrent Lo s bromd onlegory of expresion by n messive nember of podentinl spenkers,™
which gave rise 1o far more serious copeerns than o single supervisory decision. WTEL suggestied tham
regrictions found in media policy regulations would be scrutinized more strictly than an isolated
ahsaiplinary motion wowld he
" See BPA v Sanjoar, 56 F 3d 85 (1995). The EPA regulntion wes struck down becsuse the purparted
govemment interest - the prevention of unjus enrichment of employess - wns found to preclade
individuals from speaking abeut maters of public concem.
% See Harmon v. City of Mew York, 140 F.3d 111 (199%). The Second Circuit rejected the city's
mrgumen that these regulntions by the Child Wellare admr lsom weere v 1oy proteat conlidentml
infermaticn, finding maher than they opersied ns an unconsttional prior restrain on speach: “While the
govemnment has special authonity 1o proscribe the speech of its employees, vigilance i necessary to ensure
that public employers do not e authority over employees (o silence decoune, not because 11 ampers
mh]u' fanctions bt simply hecouse supenors disagree with the contert of employess” speech ™

S, .. FW/PDS, Inc. dba Paris Adult Bookstore T v. City of Dallas, 293 U5, 215, 223224 (1990)
{without a time frame a regulstory scheme crealos an “impermissible rigk of sippression of adeas”
whenever applied), Hamman v City of New York, 140 F 3d m 120, (ohjesting 1o 8 polecy which allows the
emplover 1o “destroy the immediacy of the comment™),
26 S0 1951 (2005)
= il
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speech did not fall within it."*" This doctrine has spread beyond formal government
settings, even being used to limit statutory whistleblower rights for private employees.*!!
If Gareetti is not confined to the type of internal communications at issue in Ceballos, the
doctrine may apply to the public communications of federal employees as well. "

There are strong indications, however, that scientific speech about climate change
would be treated as a significant matter of public concern under both Pickering and
Gareetti.  Notably, the Garcetti opinion highlighted the special concerns of scholarly
speech:

There is some argument that expression related to academic scholarship or
classroom instruction implicated additional constitutional interests that are not
fully accounted for by this Court’s customary employee-speech jurisprudence.
We need not. and for that reason do not. decide whether the analysis we conduct
today would apply in the same manner to a case involving speech related to
scholarship or teaching. "

This caveat suggests that the protection afforded scientific and scholarly speech
by government employees might be analyzed differently under First Amendment
principles than the internal speech that routinely takes place inside other kinds of
government offices. Indeed. such an approach would be necessary to bring First
Amendment analysis into accord with the congressionally-mandated missions of federal
science agencies, which uniformly direct such agencies to provide the best possible
scientific information to inform the public and policy-makers.

The Garcetti decision thus leaves many important questions unanswered, but does
not foreclose the possibility that more expansive free speech rights will apply to
government scientists given the unique nature of their work and the public’s interest in
maintaining the integrity of the scientific process, which depends on the full and free
exchange of ideas. Certainly, strong policy considerations militate in favor of such a
construction.

0 Ibid  The opinion devoted much attention to Ceballos' duties as a calendar deputy “fulfilling a
responsibility to advise his supervisor about how best to proceed with a pending case.” This was the
determining factor, as the government action then “simply reflects the exercise of employer control over
what the employer itself has commissioned or created.”

41 See Bonnie I. Robin-Vergeer, “Surviving Garcetti v. Ceballos,” and Thad Guyer, “Surviving Garcetti v.
Ceballos: Arguments to Save First Amendment cases after Garcetti,” papers presented at the National
Employment Lawyers Association seminar: Representing Workers in Whistleblower and Retaliation Cases,
(March 16-17, 2007).

42 A significant aspect of the Garcetti opinion is that the case was remanded to the Ninth Circuit to
determine whether any of Ceballos' speech outside of the memo should qualify for First Amendment
protection. Notably, Ceballos had also addressed his concems at a bar meeting, which would appear to
Plaoe him farther outside the court’s “course of employment™ criterion.

® The dissent did not miss the significance of the opinion’s potential breadth: “This ostensible domain
beyond the pale of the First Amendment is spacious enough to include even the teaching of a public
university professor, and I have to hope that today’s majority does not mean to imperil First Amendment
protection of academic freedom in public colleges and universities, whose teachers necessarily speak and
write ‘pursuant to official duties.””
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We can now tumn to the specific media policy guidelines at NASA and NOAA, **
In examining these guidelines, it is helpful to keep in mind the Supreme Court’s
acknowledgment that the “government may certainly choose to give additional
protections to its emplovees beyond what is mandated by the First Amendment.”**
Constitutional rights are the bare minimum that employees must be afforded. Although
judicial decisions are tempered by the deference appropriately owed to the executive
branch, there are strong policy reasons — grounded in the First Amendment — for agencies
to expand the reach of employees” free speech rights.

NASA and the First Amendment
Types of Speech Covered by the Folicy

NASA’'s media policy restrictions cover “information in any form provided to
news and information media,” including press releases, media advisories, news features,
and web postings.m' The policy does not cover scientific and technical reports, web
postings designed for technical or scientific interchange, and technical information
presented at professional meetings or in professional journals.*”” Hence, scientists are
generally allowed to share information with their colleagues without going through the
public affairs office’s political appointees.

What type of communication the media policy covers and does not cover is not
clearly defined. For example, if a scientist were to post on the web information about his
work. would that fall under the “web postings™ definition of “public information.” in
which case it must adhere to the policy? Or would it constitute “web postings designed
for technical or scientific interchange™ and thus not fall within the policy’s purview?
NASA has included a “Frequently Asked Questions™ (FAQ) pamphlet to accompany the
policy that attempts to clarify this situation: **

The same policy applies to the Web as to standard release of public information.
All public information posted on a NASA website is subject to this policy.
However, scientific and technical reports, scientific data and technical
information for professional interchange and peer-reviewed research are not
included.

“* This section will focus on the media policies at NASA and NOAA, though - as documented elsewhere
in this report — problems persist at other agencies as well. It is also significant that, whereas both NASA
and NOAA have 1ssued written policies, restrictions on communication continue to be transmitted through
verbal orders and directives that fall outside of these policies.

M See Waters v. Churchill, 511 U.S. 661, 674 (1994).

“f “Scope,” NASA 2006 media policy at pg. 1.

7 Ibid

8 NASA Public Affairs Policy FAQ at pg. 2 available at
hittp://www.nasa.gov/audience/formedia/features/communication_policy html (last visited on March 24,
2007).
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Despite NASA's attempt to parse the categories of what is and is not covered by
the media policy, several questions remain. For example, how broad is the category of
scientific and technical reports? This is a significant question left open because scientific
and technical reports or scientific data posted to a non-NASA website would appear to
fall outside the policy. Also, only public information intended for “nationwide release™
must be reviewed and cleared by NASA Headquarters. Public information that is
“institutional in nature, of local interest or deemed by NASA headquarters not to be a
Headquarters release™ may be released without review and clearance."”” The first two
categories are incredibly broad and give little guidance as to what would be covered. The
last criterion is paradoxical. If the public information at issue is deemed to be a non-
headquarters release. then it must have first been reviewed in order to make that
determination.

Notice and Timing
NASA’s media policy contains a notification element that states:

NASA employees may speak to the media and the public about their work. When
doing so. employees shall notify their immediate supervisor and coordinate with
their public affairs office in advance of interviews whenever possible, or
immediately thereafter, and are encouraged. to the maximum extent practicable,
to have a public affairs officer present during interviews.” 450

The notice requirement by itself does not constitute an objectionable prior
restraint. ! Although the notice requirement appears to allow employees to respond to
impromptu or breaking news interview requests without having to send formal notice
first, the FAQ obfuscates the notice requirement by stating that though “NASA
employees are not required to notify public affairs to express their opinions.” they are
asked to notify if they “participate in media activities related to their professional
nespu;)n:ail:.tilities."‘452

Although the media policy states that public information will be released
“promptly, factually, and completely,” there is no timeline set forth.”® Restrictive
policies that lack a timeline have been struck down by other courts.”™ Hence, it is

49 “Public information coordination and concurrence,” Section (d), NASA 2006 media policy at pg. 4.

40 The policy also calls for coordination among the public affairs bureaucracy that also requires a similar
notification ¢lement. This analysis, however, will concentrate on notification elements for the employee
sclentists.

41 Latino Officers Association v. Safir, 170 F.3d 167, 172 (2d Cir. 1999) (upholding a policy requiring
notice and reporting, as plantiffs failed to show how it threatens unpopular speech).

42 NASA Public Affairs Policy FAQ at pg. 4 available at
http://'www.nasa.gov/audience/formedia/features/cc ication_policy. html (last visited on March 24,
2007).

43 “Principles,” Section (b), NASA 2006 media policy at pg. 1.

4 See, e.g., FW/PBS, Inc. dba Paris Adult Bookstore II v. City of Dallas, 493 U.S. 215, 223-224 (1990)
(without a time frame a regulatory scheme creates an “impermissible risk of suppression of ideas™
whenever applied), Harman v. City of New York, 140 F.3d at 120, (objecting to a policy which allows the
employer to “destroy the immediacy of the comment”™). But see Weaver v. United States Information
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possible that this part of the policy would not survive serutiny,  The policy also includes a
dispute resolution process, but it similarly excludes a timeline, thereby raising some of
the some concems as above. A wrillen explanation for the PAO decision, however, wall
be provided if requested.

Camtent Restriction

Although the regquirement to provide nolice has been upheld, courls are fur J:E‘J
willing to allow a policy that n:qulm content review and approval prior to spcakmg.
The NASA media policy requires “review and clearance by appropriate officials”™ for “all
NABA emplovees mvolved m prepanng mmd issuing” public information. ** The policy
also allows the PAD 1o “edit any information to enzure that public information products
are well written and approprinte for the intended audience, However, such editing sllull
not change scientific or technical data, or the meaning of programmatic content.™
Thus public information appears 10 be safe from contem editing during review and
approval, bul nol necessanly from delay or rejection on the basis of its content,

Furthermore, the policy designates an entire content area as ofT-limits: “Only a
designated NASA spokesperson may speak to the media on budgel, policy or
programmatic issues.™* Emplovees are often in the best position 1o offer opinions on
these matters of public concem, especially since “progranmmatic ssues” can be
imerpreted broadly enough 1o encompass any non-adminiztrative matters, " These
provisions also appear to conflict with another section of the FAQ:*®

0 When izsues of official NASA policy or budget are discuszed, or
other matters hevond the scope of the interviewee's duties, may the
person being mierviewed provide their opimions even though they may
not be the official agency spokesperson on the matter?

Agency, 87 F.3d 1428 (DC O 1996) (upholding pre-publication review requircment without o timeline
meun because it was pot sulficiemly alleged that the review period would be “lengthy.)

Latino Odficers Assocaation v. Safir, 1997 U5, Dist LEXIS 10983 (SDN.Y. 1997). {
mpunabion agminst pohcy requinng reporing, superyvimaon, nofice, and ppproval), vooated, 170 F 3d 167 (2d
Cir, 1999) (upholding policy pared down 1o notice and reporting)

4 Public infornaation coordination and concurmence,” Sections (5) and (b), MASA 2006 media policy at

34

“Responaibilines,” Sections (), MASA 20046 medin policy st pg. 2. The FAD appears 1o bolser this by
clainving that the PAC can “rever” edit or alter scientific information. NASA Publc Affairs Poelky FAG at

3

“Interviews,” Sections (a), WASA 2006 media policy mpg. 4.

"™ Sae. a0, Waters v. Churchill, 511 U5, a1 666, 674 (protecting an employee's speech commenting on
Erlu:y s e s 0 Lhe hest posatsom o dentily problems)

MWASA Public Affairs Policy FAQ at pg. 3 avarilable ar
htphw ww. i gov aadience formedia features/communication_policy htm| (last visited on March 24,
HHIT)
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A: Yes However, they must clearly state that this iz their personal
opinion and does not reflect the views of the agency....[and make
sure | government resources shall not be used toward that activity, ™™

The FACY s duflicult to reconcile with the policy, Such contrmdictions as belween
the overall “persomal wiews” cxceplion and is various loopholes may only be
compounded by the pending release of implementation guidelines.™ It is GAP's
concern that this uncertainty leaves the policy open 1o varving interpretations depending
on the prevailing political climate.

NOAA and the First Amendment

WOAA s contemplating o revision of s curment medin policy, one that suflers
from yague directives ond ambiguous langunge.  The policy meludes o recognition
that:*

Well-planned media relations programs help eam public suppont of missions,
functivas, and services performed by NOAA. A principal poal of public,
constituent, wnd mtergovernmenta] allmirs sctivities = o werease understmding
of NOAA and its mission by increasing puhlic exposure 1o, and understanding of,
NOAA's progroms,

This stated purpose is significant because the application of Prekering requires the
cotrt to consider the congruence between the stated purpose of a policy and the interests
in a speech restriction ssseried ot trial, *' Hemee, the state actor must demonstrate that
the policy rectifics real harms in a direct and material way,*™

Types of Speech Covered by the Policy

The Office of Public, Constituent, and Infergovernmental Affairs (OPCIA) i
responsible for coordinating and approving medin communmicstions involving NOAA,
mecluding advisonies, press releases, imderviews, and other related medin contacts.
Mandating approval as a B&c-elcmc requirement carrics a heavy presumplion agninst
its constitutional validity.™ The types of “media commumications™ enumerated by the
policy are quite expansive. This can weigh against finding the policy constitutional, as

! Doownents oblumed by FOIA mdizite thal mterveews or other aclivibies 1 an unotlcml cpacty
exceeding 5-10 minules per doy ure no longer corsadered “pmd free tme™ Emm] From: Enea Rule; To:
Judy Gimy, Michas] Blsck, et ol Dmte: October 20, 2005 an file with Dyelman, Withoot funher judicinl
puidance, it B o comtention that goverrment employees should have ar feaer 20 mimses of “paid free
time,” the equivalent of two short breaks

*2 MASA Public Affiirs Policy FAQ ot pg. 5 availoble at

httparwrw s gy audienos Tommeedsa Tealures commiumication_polecy himl (last visited on hach 24,
pal br)

- ":-I:ll.ukd murpese,” BNOAA 2004 medin polioy, NAG219.6, nlpg. 1

™ Sanjoor v, EPA, 36 F 3d 85, 0 (00T Cir 1095)

** Tumer Broadeasting Sysiem, Ine, v, FOC, $12 178, 622, 664 (1994)

* Sounbeastern Prometions Lad v, Conmad, 420 U8, 546, 559(1575)
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overly broad pollc:n:s create a challing effect on unpopular or disscnting speech by their
“very existence.™"

OPCIA™s  responsibilities  mclude media  communications  concerning  the
following: ™™ (1) announcement of the release of official NOAA data, research, positions,
and staterments; "™ (2) amouncement of activities of NOAA or Department leadership
which perain to NOAA policy, science, research, missionz, projectz, and partnerships;
(3) announcement of the release of contracts, grants, and grants-in-aid of S500,000 or
mare, or olhers of any amount which may hove sigmilicont public mterest or ather public
valwe or significance; (4) activities that may have policy-making implications; and (5)
announcing official scientific and technical papers auhored or co-anthored by WOAA
emplovees thal resull or may resull i media interest.

In NTELS, the Supreme Court faulted a govermment policy jnveuling emplovees
from giving speech unrelated to their jobs for being over-melusive,” ©  Henee, Lerms such
a5 “media interest”™ present a problem because they are especially vague. *™' NOAA
pullic affwirs professionals are responsible for ensuring thal reporfers get tmely and
aecurate answers (o pertinent questions,”” Similar to the lack of objective standards for
approval, the lack of a concrete time limit for approval weighs against the dmptﬂ-}'ﬂ'ﬁ
mlerest, o5 it allows the employer o destroy the pewsworthiness of the speech.™

MNeatice

Notice muzt be given for virually all formsz of communication, including
proposed news conferences, proposed contacts with major news media, and official and
non=-official scientific and technical )l papers authored or co-authored by NOAA emplovees
that may result in media inerest.’™  Furthermore, all emplovees must notify the PAD
before responding (o news media mguines whenever the mguines are of national news
interest, concern regulatory 1zsues, concem wmrmn.mal 15502%, pertain to science having
policy implications, or involve a crisis situation.

*7 Kemsler v. Cily af Providence, 167 F Supp 2d 482, 490 (13, R 1 2001}, ciing Internatsonal Assocmtion
of Firefighters Local 3233 v. Frenchiown Chaner Township, 246 F. Supp 2d T34, 742 (ED. Mich. 2003),
* “Responsbilities,” Section 202 NOAA 2004 media policy, NAC-219-6,
* The Distnict Court of Connecticut validated a police department regulation containing pre-clearance
reiquirements for “fomnl relemes” of miormoton Bee Shelion Police Linton v. Vocooks, 125 F Supp 2d
G, 624 (D, Corm. 20013, The depanment’s imerest in comrolling satements anributed 1o i affeas the
effective functionng of the department in & direct and matersal way.
T inatesh Stutes v National Treasury Employees Union, 513 1% 454, 477 (19495)
1 See Harman v, Ciiv of Mew York, 140 F3d 111, 120 (2d Cir. 1998) (weighing o lack of ohjective
standard against the govemment's interest)
2 eResporsabilibies,” Section 204 NOAA 2004 media pohiey, NAD-219-6
T Sge Hurman  The undefined timeline, however, 15 mutipsted by the superseding TOK medin policy,
which proscribes detailed uming requirements for media commumications. See DAO 2192 § 203, Release
of Mews, Clesrance of Publications, and Media Coverage ("News reboases are to be submited two working
wswnrmlhcmwnﬂ‘lrrlcm daie 1o permit ndequate time for pey i)

“Medis and public interactions requiring prior notifieation,” Section 301 NOAA 2004 media policy,
NAD-219-6.
T fisied Beation 3 (12
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Gallem]]g, notice without content approval requirement is deemed
constitutional. "’ However, any proposed participation or inclusion in media
presentations (e.g.. audio or visual tapes, films, television programs, and exhibits) by
individuals resulting from their duties as NOAA employees must be cleared by OPCIA
beforehand.*” If a “media presentation” constitutes an interview with a news station,
then an approval requirement is arguably unconstitutional.*’

Content Restriction

NOAA’s media policy has a section entitled “Guidance on Media Queries.”"”
The guide appears to cover every conceivable form of communication and to direct its
employees away from speaking about matters of public concern or offering their opinions
on such matters. This guidance includes the following suggestions:

a. Discussions should focus on science and fact, not speculation.

b. Limit discussions to matters for which you are responsible and of
which you have direct knowledge.

¢. Whether in person. on camera. or over the phone. when speaking to a
reporter you represent and speak for the entire agency.

d. When speaking to reporters, you are speaking on the record. Off-the-
record and background interviews almost always result in a story.

You are not bound to talk with reporters. Should you have any
questions, concerns, or doubts, call your servicing PAO.

(]

f. Following an interview, call vour servicing PAO to describe the
interview and the expected story. Do this promptly. The situation may
require the PAO to contact the reporter in order to provide additional
information and context.

In an October 3, 2006, memo to all NOAA employees, NOAA Administrator
Conrad Lautenbacher made the following statement:*’

Our media standards also reflect an open policy. We encourage our public
affairs staff to keep abreast of media interests. I encourage our scientists to
speak freely and openly. Dozens of you every day are talking to the media
and providing the results of peer reviewed science across a wide variety of
NOAA topics. We ask only that you specify when you are communicating

8 Latino Officers Association v. Safir, 170 F.3d 167, 172-73 (2d Cir. 1999) (upholding notification).

7 “Media and public interactions requiring prior notification,” Section 3.03 NOAA 2004 media policy,
NAO-219-6.

47 See Southeastern Promotions Ltd. v. Conrad, 420 U.S. 546, 559 (1975).

™ “Guidance on media queries,” Section 4.02 NOAA 2004 media policy, NAO-219-6.

0 dvailable at http://sciencedems house. gov/Media/File/ForReleases/040ct06NOAA/noaa_lautenbacher
mailtext_030ct06.pdf (last visited on March 24, 2007).
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personal views and when you are characterizing your work as part of your
specific contribution to NOAA’s mission.

Lautenbacher’s views toward openness at NOAA are not reflected in the NOAA
media policy. NOAA’s written guidance to “limit discussions to matters for which vou
are responsible and of which you have direct knowledge™ contradicts Lautenbacher’s
declaration and contravenes the well-stated societal interest in having public employees
comment on any matters of public concern. As a matter of policy, NOAA has yet to
respect its employees” right to a “personal views™ exception.

Media Policies and Statutory Protections

In 1989, Congress enacted the Whistleblower Protection Act (WPA), an
amendment to the Civil Service Reform Act (CSRA). to protect federal employees who
attempt to alert the public to illegal or dangerous actions.”® The WPA forbids the
federal government from taking or threatening adverse action against a federal employee
because the employee disclosed information that he or she reasonably believed showed a
violation of law, gross mismanagement, gross waste of funds, abuse of authority, or
substantial and specific danger to public health or safety. To state a claim, a federal
employee must show a protected disclosure, knowledge of the disclosure by the
retaliating official, and concrete causation of the retaliation by the protected
whistleblowing activity. The WPA permits employees to disclose otherwise-qualified
information without restriction, unless it is classified or its release is specifically
prohibited by statute.” None of the policies GAP examined that regulate a federal
employee’s communications contain an explicit exemption for this statutorily-protected
form of speech.

Policies restricting disclosures of information classified as “Sensitive but
Unclassified” (SBU) — such as found in the reformed NASA media policy. which
requires pre-approval for all SBU disclosures*™ — also violate the WPA and other free
speech rights. SBU is an uncontrolled hybrid secrecy category for information that can
be, and has been. imposed after the fact, without prior notice. and for any “official
use.”™  SBU does not purport to meet the legal standards for classification and is so

broad and vague that it could be interpreted to sweep in virtually anything.

The NASA policy also contravenes the WPA right to engage in anonymous
communications by requiring federal employees to work with NASA officials “prior to
releasing information™ or “engaging in any activities or events ... that have the potential

¥ See 5US.C. §§ 2302(b)(8), (b)(9)
2 As ruled in Garcetti, the WPA does not protect employees whose disclosures were made “during the
course of [their] job duties™ Willis v. Department of Agriculture, 141 F3d 1139 (Fed. Cir. 1998). The
U.S. Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit removed WPA coverage for job-related whistleblowing
disclosures. As discussed later in this section, pending legislation HR. 985 would overtum the Federal
Circuit’s decision in Willis.
8 “Preventing unauthorized release of sensitive but unclassified (SBU) information,” NASA 2006 media
ﬁllcy atpg 6-7.

See, e.g., McClean v. Department of Homeland Security (pending Ninth Cir.).
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to penerate significamt media or public interest inquiry.™™  Furthermore, the NASA
policy requires “review and cleamance” by appropnote officials for “all NASA
employees™ invalved in “preparing and issuing” public information.™ It grants NASA
the power to control the timing of all disclosures.™  With no distinction made for
protected whistleblower speech, there is no legal basis 1o conclude that these provisions
can lnwfully coexist with the WPA.

O March 14, 2007, the U8, Howse of Representatives passed an amendment to
the WA, H.E. 985, which, among other things, includes a clarilication regarding
diselosure of actions that threaten the mtegrity of federal seience. ™ As amended, the
WPA would now define “abuse of authority™ to include: ™'

(1} any action that compromizes the validity or accuracy of federally funded
research or analysis,

{2) the dissemination of false or misleading scientific, medical, or technical
information; and

(3) any nction that restricts or prevents an emplovee or any person performing
federally-funded research or analvsis from publishing in peer-reviewed
Joumals or other scieniific pubhcations or moking ol presentoiions ot
profiessional society meetings or other meetings of their peers.

These whistleblower protections thus protect against retaliation for exposing the
distortion or resiriction of seientific communications and research,"™  H.IL 985 covers
civil service emplovees and nu:rrowl;.lhd:ﬁn:d govemment contractors, but not all
seientists af federally-funded Tocilities*

Despite these stututory saleguards for whistleblower-type speech, the WEA docs
il protect from the increasingly restrictive policies and practices impozed upon federal
employess when merely commumcating their scientific research (o the medin, public, or
Congress.  This form of non-whistleblower speech does not satizfy the above-listed
elements required 1o pursue o claim under the WEAL Tn other words, whistleblowers may
currently be protected for disclosing evidence that their science has been suppressed. but
wotild mol necessarily be protected under the WPA for disclosing the science itself,

**! “Responmbilities,” sections (1) and (g), policy at 3; see also “Interviews,” sections (¢ ond (f), MASA

2006 media policy at pg. 5.

8« pyhie informition coardimation amd conourrence,” Sections (n) and (), MASA 2006 medm pobcy ot
Sea

H‘'F‘.sﬁp-;ms|hi|i1ma." section (i) MASA 2006 media policy at pg. 3

= Whistlehlower Prosection Erhancemen Act of 2007

** LR, 985 §13(a) “Clarification of Whistleblower Rights Relating 1o Stiemific and Other Research.”

™ Note that a corresponding provision s not currently mcluded m compamon Senote begisliton, 5. 2774

™ IR, 9835 E11a) limits protection to cmployees of waditional contractors. a3 defined by 41 US.C

265(a). This would exclude those supported by research grants of other forms of federal fnding.
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A corollary 1o the WPA is the Llovd-Lafollens Act, which recognizes the right of
emplovess o (reely communicate with Cullgrﬂ&s.m However, on its fwce the low offers
no legal remedies in the event the right iz abridged.

Another relevant legal boundary is the Anti-Gag Statute, which bans federal
spending to implement or enforce any “nondisclosure policy, form, or agreement™ unless
it meludes a congressionally drafted addendum specifving that statutory whistleblower
protections supersede any conflicting language in the agency's restriction.™  The statute
protects employees from being forced to relimguish their whistleblower rights. Congress
has unanimously passed anti-gag provisions as riders to appropriastions legislation since
Fy1oss HE 925 would make this provision permanent and render the failure 1o
include the addendum a prohibited personnel action.'™  None of the media policies
discissed e this  repon all of which explicily restrict federal emplovees’
communications contrary to the WPA - contain the required addendum. ***

In addition {0 staltory  proseriptions,  afliematively  facilitstmg  medin
communications through networking and preparing, assisting, and encouraging federal
emplovees 15 oflen necessary o fulfill an ageney's  legishative  mondate,  public
expectations, or its own internal goals of educating the public. For example. the NOAA
Climate Program states as its second objective the outcome of ereating “n climate-literate
public effectively incorporating NOAA’s climate products into their plans and
decisions, ™™™ Similarly, NASA s 2006 Policy on the Release of Tnformation 1o the News
and Information Media stated that “consistent with NAS A statutory responsibility, NASA
will “provide for the widest practicable and appropriate dissemination of information
congcerning ils sclivilies and the results thereol, ™ Effective outreach cm abso mise an
agency’s public recognition, improve itz scientific reputation, and increase itz federal
funding,

™ S S1E.C§ T2 (1978). “The right of employees, individually or collectively, to petition Congress
of & Member of Congress, of to fumish informsation ko either House of Congreds, of to o commilies or
Member thereol, may not be mierfered with or densed ™
™ SEC. 820 of the Transportation, Treasury, Housing and Urban Development. the Judicinry, and
Independent Agencies Approprintons Act of 2006, whech beceme PL 1092115 on Movember 30, 2005, as
extended through September 30, 2007, by HJ RES 20, the cominuing appropristions resolution for the
FY 2007, which becanse PL 110-5 on February 15, 2007, The language of the addendum may be found in
AP moudel medm policy below
M HR 985 § 5 “Noadischosure policics, forms and agreements.”
™ Note that in response to GAP's FOLA requesting evidence of compliance with the stabute, NOAA'S
FOLA olTecers expressed first thaet no one had heard of o snd then that they falsely believed o io be
re

OAR QA (undated). AP Aupust ¥, 2006, part 3 NOAA FOIA response imdsted pg. 2675,
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RECOMMENDATIONS

CrAP reconmends that the executive branch and all federal apencles supporting climate
ehange research

Eliminate mandatory pre-approval for medin contuets, selective routing of media
requests, drafting of anticipated questions and answers by scientists prior to
inferviews, and monitorng of media commumcations.

It may be repsenable to reguire notification of the Public Affurs OfMfce (PACY)
and a post-interview recap, as many local PAOz have done o both the scientists”
and reporters’ satisfaction,  Furthermore, the PAQ should take an active role in
coordinating and facilitating media interactions, especially connecting joumnalists
with the appropriste scientists and supplving corrections  and  hackground
information. Nonetheless, the ulimate decision about the content of and partics
1o any panticular media communication rests with the reponter and the scientist he
or she asks Lo interview,

Realtirm the “personal views" exception for all media, congreszsional, public, and
professional communications.

Scientists must be apprised of their constitutional right to speak about any suhject,
meluding pohey-related matters und those outside their aren of expertise, so long
i

1. sciemtists make it clear that they do so in their pnvate capacily, nol as o
representative of their agency. Identifying the scientist with his or her agency,
position, and area of expertise 15 permissible so long as the communication
includes the “private capacity™ dizclaimer; and

2. zcientists’ personal communications do notl unreasonably take from agency
time and resources. Personal use of telephone or emmil should be allowed
during employees™ “pmid free time.”  Longer imterviews may noed to be
conducted during anthorized breaks or after work,  Insofar as an agency
facility 1= wsunlly open to the public. reporters should be able to conduct
imterviews with scientisls on the premises.

Comply with the mandotory requirements of the Anti-Ciog Statufe (o notily
emplovees of their whistleblower and related rights by incorporating the
statutorily-prescribed addendum into the text of any restrictive commumication
policy or directive.

Comply with the Whistleblower Protection Act (WPA) by including the necessary
exveplions,

The Whistlehlower Protection Act protects any unclassified disclosures, or those
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not specifically prohibited by statute, that a federal employee reasonably believes
to present evidence of illegality, gross waste, gross mismanagement, abuse of
power, or substantial and specific danger to public health or safety.
Communication policies should include this exception to any restrictions they
imposes.

Eliminate communication restrictions based on the “Sensitive but Unclassified™
(SBU) classification because the unsettled legal definition of SBU can cover
virtually any form of communication and thereby implicates constitutional and
statutory free speech concems. Correspondingly, regulations governing the
definition of “Sensitive but Unclassified” and related categories must be tightened
so that employees know what type of information is properly marked SBU.

Consistently emphasize the importance of unobstructed science in mission
statements, communication policies, and/or administrative directives.

Guarantee the timely and pro-active issue of press releases.

Any scientist, whether the lead author or co-author of a published report, study, or
article, must be given the necessary approval and assistance to issue a press
release calling attention to the work within a reasonable time and concurrent with
the publication date — even if a release has already been or is scheduled to be
issued by another institution.

Leave content editing to the scientists for scientific publications, congressional
written testimony and reports, web postings and presentation material. and press
releases.

Although non-scientists and agency management may be actively involved in the
review and preparation of scientific products, they do not have the authority to
alter the substance of written scientific information without the scientists” express
consent. The qualified scientists actively involved in the research or synthesis of
research are ultimately responsible for its content. Co-authors, peer review,
ethics, and personal reputation are the proper check.

Reaffirm a scientist’s “right of last review” for all media, congressional, public,
and professional communications.

Federal employees have the right to approve the final version of any proposed
federal publication that significantly relies on their scientific research, identifies
them as a lead author or contributor, or purports to represent their scientific
opinion. This includes, but is not limited to. reports, web postings. and press
releases. In the case of multi-author publications, procedures should be set up to
allow co-authors to have a meaningful right of review and comment. Where an
agency adopts an agency-wide position on a scientific issue, scientists must be
allowed to register their disagreement publicly and without adverse consequence
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to themselves. Finally, federal employees should be permitted reasonable access
to all drafts and edits of their publications that may be produced throughout the
review process.

e Solicit the input of scientists and other stakeholders in the development of the
content of substantial congressional and public reports and the procedures that
govern their production.

o Continue to ensure that federal employees are not restricted either from
publishing their research in peer-reviewed journals and other scientific
publications or from making oral presentations about their research at professional
conferences or other meetings of their peers.

o Establish effective transparency and accountability procedures.
In order to make the above two recommendations meaningful:

1. the editing and review process must clearly identify all participants and text
changes at each stage of review. Participants must be able to address any
concerns or questions about changes with the party that made them;

2. an internal disclosure system must be established that ensures confidential
reporting and independent resolution of inappropriate alterations, conduct, or
conflicts of interest in the review process in particular; and

3. more generally, the government and its agencies must afford federal scientists
adequate whistleblower safeguards, including the impartial investigation and
fair resolution of complaints, due process rights, confidentiality of disclosures,
protections from retaliation, and adequate corrective relief.

o Adequately inform and clarify scientists’ rights and responsibilities.

Every public affairs office needs to evaluate its existing policies and to develop
(or reaffirm) a set of simple and unambiguous policies in light of these
recommendations and with the input of its own scientists. These policies should
clearly incorporate the scientists” rights, as well as responsibilities, and be broadly
disseminated to both scientists and management through annual reports, Internet
sites, employment contracts, workplace posters, employee handbooks, and special
trainings.  Although agency- or department-wide policies may articulate an
overarching set of principles and basic rights and responsibilities. it is suggested
that implementation guidelines be afforded some measure of adaptability to the
particular needs of agency subdivisions. In any case, communication policies
should be uniformly applied and their content readily available to all employees
and to the general public.
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*  Investigate and correct or redress the inappropriate policies, practices, and
ineidents set forth in this report and elsewhere,

[etermine whether and why the reporfed problems have ocowmed.  Where
confirmed to be true, provide:

1. adequate relicl, including but not limited to, reinstatement, plus public and/or
private acknowledgement, to these wha may have been harmed:

2. adequate discipline of those found regponsible, including but not limited 10
firing or demotion to a position of less authority: and

3. necessary reform o correct the institutional conditions, policies, and activities
that prompted the problem.

o Encournge the media (o recognice and place primary emphasis on reporling
credible peer-reviewed information from the scientific commumity.

« [Improve public affairs” affimative role of translating science for public
consumplion b}':m

1. mancdating that PACs aggressively pursie the dissemmation and accessibility
of their scientists” work to the public, media, and Congress;

2. regularly trmining scientists on effective communication technigques; and
3. hring more local public aflTars officers to work directly with the scientists,

& Develop a transparent communication policy st CCSP that meets the
recommendations for media policy reform set out above and that sireamlines the
approval process for CCSP products and communications, '

s Expedite the timely filling of the long-vacant position of CCSF Director with a
scientifically-competent candidate, as well as of vacancies in science policy
posiions i the CfTee of Scwence and Technology Policy and i CCSP principal-
representative-level science management positions in participating agencies.

&  Epd the suppression of meaningiul and appropriate refercnces to, as well as the
use of, the Mational Assessment of the Potential Consequences of Climate
Vanability and Change in the communication of climate change rescarch and

7 A good reference In this regard is Moser. 5.C. and L. Dilling (eds.) Crvating a Climare for Change:
Comremaricatingg Climabe Change and Factlitating Secial Change, Cambridge University Press (Feboaary
2007

= This process should cocur in an aggressive timeframe significantly shorter than that required for the
development ol the new MOAA meda polscy
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assessment, including in CCSP reports to Congress, in research and in assessment
planning documents, and on websites.

Ensure CCSP compliance with the Global Change Research Act by producing in
the statutorily-required timeframes an integrated, scientifically-based assessment
of climate change. including an analysis of current and projected trends and a
focus on the impacts of climate change on society and the environment.

Further, GAP urges Congress to:

Enact legislation that protects federal free speech rights and extends
whistleblower protections to all performing federally-funded scientific,
professional, or technical research.

Establish a more effective science-policy relationship.

In order to ensure that federal climate science can best develop and communicate
an objective understanding of an important contemporary issue to the public and
policymakers. there must be a constructive interface between politics and science.
This can be promoted by:

1. reaffirming the importance of openness in science for effective policymaking:

2. training policymakers and regulators to base their decisions on credible. peer-
reviewed scientific information from the mainstream scientific community:

3. addressing the influence of industry and industry-backed groups on
government research and policy-making processes:

4. placing reasonable limits on agency and personnel authority with the aim of
ensuring the scientific integrity of the final product:

a. agencies, departments. and executive offices without the institutional
expertise should only promote, not interfere with, the conduct or
communication of scientific research that has been delegated by the
legislative or executive branch; and

b. political appointees or persons with conflicts of interest should not be
granted final clearance and review of scientific information, and they
should be held to transparent procedures in the overall review process.

5. restructuring the science divisions to consolidate and harmonize cross-cutting
research and/or separate research elements from regulatory and policy-driven
bodies: and
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6. mandating a regular government-wide review to evaluate the integrity of
federal scientific research and scientific communication.

e Strengthen essential congressional oversight functions on issues of scientific
integrity.
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APPENDIX
Appendix Az About the Authors

The Government Accountability Project (GAP) s the nation's leading
whistleblower protection organization. GAP was founded in 1977, in the wake of the
Pentagon Papers scandal, as a project of the Institute for Policy Studies. It has been a
lifebent for mare than 3000 eitizen activists providing o ramge of serviees including legal
information, referrals, counseling, advocacy, Itigation, legizlative affairz, and media
advice, GAFP has also been a driving force in many legislative advances in whistleblower
profection, melwding the Sarbones-Orxdley Act of 2002 and the Whistleblower Protection
Actof 1989,

GAP has developed in-house expertise in severnl arcas such as promoting
corporate accountahility, strengthening whistleblower rights and protections, ensuring
safe and cost-elfective cleanup ol nuclear weapons facilities, merensing food and drug
safety, enforcing envirenmental protection laws, secking enhanced protection for
whistleblowers  internatiomally, and  curdailing national  secunty  abuses, To  assesl
whistleblowers, GAF attomeys and organizers seck to galvanize an offective public
response 1o the alleged wrongdoing and presemt the whistleblower's revelations 1o
approprinte governmenl ngencies, congressionul commitiees, and others on Capitol Hall
to investigate and rectify the problems.

GAP's Tocus on screntilic infegrity n federal climale scwnee begun with the
reprezentation of two whistleblowers rom government science programs: Dr. James
Hansgen from NASA and Rick Piltz of the CCSP, Tarek Maassarani served as staff
asttomey and lead mvestigator for GAF's new climate science integrity program.  He
holde a master’s degree in international affaire from Columbia University’s School for
International and Public Affairs and a law degree from the Georgetown University Law
Center.  He also has a bachelors of science in Environmemtal Stadics and bachelors of
ans in Cultural Amthropology from the University of California, Santa Darbara.  Tarek
Mussarani is currently o Covinglon and Burling Westwood Fellow at the Meighborhood
Legal Services Program in Washington, DC.

The Natonal Coahition Agamst Censorship (NCAC), founded in 1974, 15 an
alliance of 50 national non-profit orpanizations, including literary, anistic, religious,
educntionnl, professional, lubar, and avil liberties groups. United by o conviction that
frecdom of thought, inguiry, and expression must be defended, NCAC works to educate
organization members and the public at large about the dangers of censorship and how 10
oppose them. At NCAC, lay Dvekman directs The knowledge Project, a program that
examines the c¢lash between First Amendmem principlez of free expression and
government suppression or distortion of soientific mformation. He 15 o groduate of
Columbia Law School, where he was an editor of the Columbia Law Review, Upon
graduation, he clerked for a federal judge and then spemt five years az a litigation
associate for two New York law firms.
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Appendix B: About this Report and the Investigation

The Government Accountability Project (GAP) investigation into the integrity of
federal climate science commenced in February 2006. It was prompted by the concerns of
two GAP clients, Rick Piltz and James Hansen, regarding political interference with
federal climate science-related employees. A year later, a limited selection of GAP’s
findings was incorporated into the joint Union of Concerned Scientist-GAP report,
Atmosphere of Pressure: Political Interference in Federal Climate Science, published in
February 2007. The present report offers the comprehensive findings and synthesis of the
GAP investigation.

The GAP investigation focused primarily on the effects of restrictive federal
government policies and practices, especially those applied to control communications
from particular employees on “sensitive™ aspects of climate science. The investigation
also addressed government efforts to control the communication of scientific climate-
related information to Congress, the scientific community, and the public. GAP did not
investigate issues of scientific integrity in other fields of research, budgetary impacts on
climate science, or political interference at the hands of state and local governments,
industry, or non-governmental organizations.*”

GAP conducted over 40 interviews with climate scientists, communications
officers, agency and program officials, and joumalists.m These sources — both named
and confidential — represent inside perspectives from the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), National Aeronautics and Space Administration
(NASA), Climate Change Science Program, Environmental Protection Agency. United
States Geological Survey. and National Center for Atmospheric Research (NCAR). as
well as local. national, and international media. Nearly half of these interviews were
conducted in person during field visits to research or administrative facilities in Boulder,
Colorado (NCAR, NOAA’s Global Monitoring Division), Princeton, New Jersey
(NOAA’s Geophysical Fluid Dynamics Laboratory), New York, New York (NASA's
Goddard Institute for Space Studies); and Silver Spring, Maryland (NOAA’s Office of
Oceanic and Atmospheric Research). The remaining interviews were conducted by
telephone or email. Interviewees were identified through personal referrals. in the media,
or by agency directories. Nearly half of responsive interviewees raised confidentiality
concerns. About one quarter of the scientists and public affairs staff solicited by GAP
tumed down our requests for information, a few of them expressing fears to speak even
anonymously on the issue. More than a dozen agency and program officials, the majority
of those approached, either turned down or did not respond to requests for interviews.

*® UCS has published a number of investigations and/or surveys on these topics.  See
http:/Awww ucsusa.org/scientific_integrity/.
* We use the term “scientist” loosely to encompass Ph.D. and Master's degree holders, working and
retired, as well as research and lab assistants engaged in the scientific process, Furthermore, our
investigations did not focus solely on interference with scientists, but on any federal employees working for
the climate science agencies and programs,
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In addition to ipterviews, GAF reviewed thousands of pages of documentalion
obtamed Irom Freedom of Information Act (FOLA) disclosures (discussed below], as well
a5 public and intemal agency sources. GAP reviewed the responses to its own FOLA
requests as well as diselosares oblamed by Greenpeace, Paul Thacker, and congressional
commitices. GAP also reviewed more than 100 published news articles and more than
three dozen congrezsional documents including reports, testimoenics, and questions for the
record



220

IENCE O ANG! 121

Appendix C: A Postscript on FOIA Irregularities

The Freedom of Information Act, signed into law by President Lyndon B.
Johnson on July 4, 1966, permits private individuals and groups the full or partial
disclosure of prior unreleased records held by the executive-branch agencies, effectively
transforming a “need to know" to a “right to know for government information.*”" The
Act defines what records are subject to disclosure, lays out the requisite disclosure
procedures, and affords nine exemptions to the statue, including national security,
personal privacy, trade secrets, and law enforcement records. The law also provides
administrative and judicial remedies for those inappropriately denied access to records.

On April 18, 2006, the Government Accountability Project (GAP) requested any
and all records from the relevant climate research divisions of the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA), National Aeronautics and Space Administration
(NASA), and Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) pertaining to:

e That agency’s media policy and guidelines affecting a federal scientist’s
communications with the press. the public, other agencies. non-government
scientists, and other outside parties:

e Mechanisms in place and actions taken to enforce the above policies and
guidelines;

e All records that demonstrate compliance with the anti-gag statutes, Section 818
and 820, Title VIII, Trans./Treasury/Judiciary/HUD Appropriations Act of 2006
(PL109-115);

e Public affairs monitors present during media interviews with federal scientists:
and

e Federal employees” complaints and/or suggestions on workplace freedom of
expression.

Only NOAA came close to meeting the 20-day statutory response time mandated by
FOIA when it released its first batch of 130 responsive documents on May 30, 2006.

On June 6. 2006, in light of new information uncovered in the first few months of’
the investigation, GAP supplemented its request with the following items from NOAA
and NASA.

NOAA:

e Any and all preliminary, internal. or official responses to Senator Daniel Inouye’s
February 16, 2006, “Questions for the record to Vice Admiral Conrad

“ 5 U.S.C. §552(2002).
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NASA:

Lauenbacher {Ret.) following a hearing on the FY 2007 Budget Request for the
Mational Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration.”

Any and all documents marked as belonging to the QAR Line/Staf office(s) and
labeled “Cuestions and Answers™ or "0 and A” with any ol the following in their
subheading(=):

“Muzzling”
“Climate Change”
o ‘“Hurtoanes"

Any and all communications regarding or containing the words “climate change,”
“hurricanez,” or “global warming™ generated by or received by Jana Goldman,
Fent Laborde, Jomes Maohoney, Jordan 30 John, Handee Exler, Ahsha Tnbhle,
Conrad Lamenbacher, Jennifer Sprague, or anyvone elze at the policy office of the
Under Secretary of Commerce, NOAA Office Public, Constituent  and
Intergovernmental Affairs, or (ifice of Legislative Affairs. This includes, bt is
ol limited 1o, communications with subsidiary public affairs officers, federal
scientists, and members of the media,

Any documents and communications concerning the press releases and other
publicity materials prepared by NOAA public affairs for the 7" Intemational
Carbon Dioxide Conference in 2005,

Anv documents or commmications that lay out NOAA"Ss media policy, and
aszociated guidelines, prior to 2004,

Any and all communications regarding or containing the words “climate change,”
“hurricanes,” or “global warming™ generated by or received by Frica Hupp,
Gretchen Cook-Anderson, George Deutsch, Dwoyvne Brown, Glen Mahone, Demn
Acosta, Dolores Beasley, or anyone ¢lse at NASA Public AfTairs Headguarters,
Chief of Staff White House Liaison office, or Office of the Administrator,  This
includes, but 15 not hmited to, communications with subsidinry public affairs
officers, federal scientists, and members of the media.

Alter extensive telephone discussions clanfyving the scope and purpose of GAIs

request, NOAA provided nearly 2000 pages of documents under separate cover on July
31, 2000, and August &, 2006, In controst, the NASA request yvielded only mine pages of
documens - a copy of NASA's most recemt media policy = on June 12, 2006, To date,
the EPA has still not returmed any responsive documents nor issued a letter denying or
closing its scarch.

Drespite the olwiows fmlures of the FOTLA process in the NASA and EPA reguiests,

the NOAA request was also marked with significamt irregularities.  For example, a
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parallel disclosure of several hundred pages made directly to us by one Boulder scientist
never arrived through the official FOIA channels. Overwhelmingly, conversation strings
between senior level officials and agency scientists or staft’ did not include the responses
from the officials, including those at the Council on Environmental Quality and
Department of Commerce. GAP received no documents in response to the first two items
of our supplementary request. Finally, the records were redacted without a specific
explanation of what exemption justified each redaction as set forth in our request and
required by law*”

Similar irregularities also appeared in the disclosures generated by FOIA requests
from Paul Thacker’” and Greenpeace®. For example, Thacker has received no

5 USC. §552(a)2)
“® Thacker NOAA FOIA request (December 16, 2005). From NOAA, Thacker requested all records
pertaining to:

*  Media outreach about climate change studies or studies that concemn climate change from NOAA
*  All press releases and news stories about climate change and climate change studies from NOAA.

* Any communications between scientists, the press office, and agency officials regarding their
studies and the creation of media outreach, news stories, or press releases — specifically
communications involving Thomas Knutson, Venkatachalam R amy, Ronald Stouffer, Keith
Dixon, Michazl Winton, Kirsten Findell, Mike Spelman, Richard Wetherald, Thomas Delworth
and other GFDL scientists working on climate change topics.

* Any communication within the press office regarding media outreach, news stories, and press
releases on climate change topics at NOAA — specifically com ications involving Jana
Goldman, Ben Sherman, Kent Laborde, Michael Quigley, Jordan St. John, and Scott Mullen.

For an outline of FOLA issues encountered by the Massachusetts’s Attomey General with CEQ in 2004, see
http://www.whitehouse gov/ceq/fola/correspondence/appeal/ _appeal_correspondence_9-23-04 pdf
(last visited March 24, 2007).

“ On May 11, 2006, Greenpeace requested all records from January 2003 to present related to:

*  Correspondence between staff members within the Climate Dynamics and Prediction Group of
NOAA's Geophysical Fluid Dynamics Laboratory at Princeton and NOAA press officials or
administrators concerning the link between their climate phenomena research and human-induced
greenhouse gases. Please include official statements and documents that reference CDPG research
and the efforts of these staff members to make public statements linking their research to global
warming,

o All documents and correspondence directed at the following Climate Dynamics and Prediction
Group researchers that reference any NOAA position on the link between climate phenomena and

global warming:
- Thomas Delworth - Anthony J. Rosati
- Keith Dixon - C. Tony Gordon
- Kirsten Findell - Rich G. Gudgel
- William Hurlin - Matthew J. Harrison
- Thomas Knutson - Joseph 1. Sirutis
- Ronald Stouffer - William F. Stern

- Mike Spelman - Robert D. Smith
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documents from NASA despite the fact that he clarified his request for draft press
releases with NASA's General Comnsel ™ Furthermore, in discissing the seemingly
Mlegal NOAA redoctions with their Cienernl Counsel, Thacker was told that the

Department of Justice had been involved in screening the disclosures ™

Richard Wetherald - Andrew Wittenberg
Michael Winkon - Gabreel Vecochi
Hyum-Chul Lee s au'l.nqlng P'!mng
Fansong Zen

). Tony Heeabey

Jenn Lu

Any NOAA documenis, correspondence or matereals that relate to the Geophysaeal Fhod
Dynamics Labormory and the manner in which its safl members are instructed 1o release
stalemants of resenrch nelated Lo chimite vamabulity and global warmang.

* Paul Thacker, communication with Maassarani (Febraary 25. 2007) record on file with GAP,

e fhiel
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Appendix I: Background on Federal Climate Science Research

Federal govemment research into climate change is a large vet decentralized
enterprise.  Government  climale  scientists  ore  seaffered  across  several  federnl
departmeniz, programs, and independent agencics.  Their development of high-tech,
satellite-hased Earth observation instruments and sophisticated computer models over the
pust few decades hos helped transform the global warming hypothesis into a testable
scientific theory. These advances are the result of a significant investment of scientific
work and Amencan taxpayer dollars, This secton outlines the history, organizationol
structure, and funding of federal climate research.

History

Scientific rescarch into the nature of global climate change has long been
recognized by Congress as a natienal priority.  The U8, Global Change Research
Program (USGCRE) was created as a presidential imitintive in 1959 and subscquently
codified by Congress in the Global Change Research Act of 1990 (GCRA)  The
USGCRP provided funding to severnl govemment agemcies to underinke scientific
research into climate change.

The GCRA mandated that the USGCRP and its affiliated agencics prepare
periodic soientific assessments of climate change and its likely efects and submit them o
Congress, producing “information readily usable by policvmakers attempting (o
formulate effective strategies for preventing. mitigating, and adapting to the effects of
glohal u]:ung,u."m' The first of these reports, the Natianal Assessment of the Pelential
Consequences of Climate Parfability and Change, was publizhed in November 2000,

In 2001, Presidenmt George W. Bush established the U.S. Climate Change
Research Initiative (CCRT), with the poal of refocusing USGCRP resources 1o study
“mrens of wncertunty [about global chimate change science]™ and wdentifying “prionty
areas where investments can make a difference™™ In 2002, the 1.5, Climate Change
Betence Program (CCSP) was formed as a suceessor (o both the USGCRP and the CCRIL
thereby becoming responsible for compliance with the requirementz of the GCRA. The
CCEP s currently led by Acting Director William Brennan, wha is also depuly sssistant
secretary  for  imternational affairs w0 the Natienal Oceanic and  Atmospheric
Administration.

The CCSP has announced no plans 1o sponsor research for the congressionally
mandated second national assessment repord, and hos mstend decided 1o produce 21
separate “svnthesis and assessment™ products in order 1o meet the scientific reporting
requirements of the GCRAL The Dirst of these products, Temperature Trends in the Lower
Atmosphere: Steps for Understanding and Reconciling DMfferences, wazs publizhed in

TSR (Hobal Chinge Research Information Office (GCRICY. 2004 15, (Hobal Change Resemrch Act off
159400, Public Law 100606 { 11706500 104 Swar 30063104 avenilable ar

hagp/Awww gericongacact 1 990 html { kst visited March 24, 2007)

= Sew hll|'|'.""|.\-ww clhimalescience gnv.'nhml.l'."m him {Inst visded hMarch 24, 2007
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April 2006, The CCSP is also responsible for providing an annual report to Congress,
Our Changing Planet, detailing the status of climate science research and funding. The
National Academy of Sciences has convened a committee to provide advice to the CCSP
regarding evaluation of its current goals and strategic planning for future priorities.

Oreanization

We estimate that more than 2,000 government scientists spend at least part of their
time researching climate-related issues. The agencies where most of the scientists are
employed are:

National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA)
U.8. Department of Energy (DOE)

U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA)

U.S. Geological Survey (USGS)

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

U.8. Department of Defense (DOE)

" s s 8 0 80

The CCSP is responsible for coordinating climate science research at all of these
entities except the DOD, which does not have climate change as a dedicated research
program but does fund some climate science research. Climate-related programs also take
place at the National Institute of Standards and Technology. the National Institutes of
Health, the U.S. Agency for International Development, the Smithsonian Institution, and
the Department of Transportation. The CCSP also coordinates these programs, but they are
either smaller research efforts, or are not primarily focused on basic climate science.

Within each federal agency, climate research may take place in a number of discrete
departments and laboratories—sometimes dozens of locations within a single agency.
Federal funding also supports hundreds of climate scientists at academic centers around the
country. One of the biggest non-governmental climate research centers is the National
Center for Atmospheric Research, an organization of atmospheric and geoscience
researchers who are funded by the National Science Foundation but are not government
employees.

Although it is difficult to briefly summarize the work of large federal agencies,
below are examples of the type of climate research several agencies undertake: ™"

e Research at NOAA focuses on developing a “predictive understanding of the global
climate system™ by observing climate variability and modeling both oceanic and
atmospheric behavior. NOAA also aims to provide climate-related information
“sufficient for making informed and reasoned decisions.” to a wide range of policy
makers.

*® See hitp://www . usgerp.gov/usgerp/agencies/noaa htm (last visited on March 24, 2007).
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e NASA researchers gather data from space-based Earth observation satellites and
use the results to help develop some of the world’s most sophisticated climate
models. NASA researchers also use this data to study a wide range of subjects
related to global climate change. from clouds to solar irradiance to potential effects
of global warming.

e The DOE, through its Office of Science and national laboratories, conducts research
into the “effects of energy production and use on the global climate system,
primarily through studies of climate response.” The DOE labs conduct basic and
applied climate research, emphasizing new energy and carbon sequestration
technologies that could reduce emissions of heat-trapping gases.

e The USDA’s Agricultural Research Service focuses on how climate affects
terrestrial systems, including the water and carbon cycles and species distribution.
The goal of this research is to plan for the potential effects of climate change on
agricultural and forest systems.

e The USGS, in the U.S, Department of the Interior, conducts studies designed to
“understand the interactions between climate, Earth surface processes, and
ecosystems on time scales ranging from vears to millennia.” USGS scientists
observe local trends in land use, hydrologic processes, and species diversity,
providing information that can be used in climate research.

e Climate change research at the EPA focuses on “evaluating the potential
consequences of global change...on air quality. water quality, ecosystems, and
human health in the United States.”

e The DOD does not have a dedicated climate change research program. but does
support targeted research that concurrently satisfies its national security mission.
DOD climate programs include development of satellite-based observation
systems, ocean modeling software, and polar regions research.
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Appendix F: Model Media Policy
Section |: Purpose

01 This Owrder establishes this agency's media policy governing media communications
including advisories, press releases, stalements, interviews, news conferences, and other
related medin contacts, Public affairs offices have been cstablished to facilitate the active
dissemination of agency research resuls and 1o coordinate media and public relations
netivities. A principal goal of public affmrs s (o help the agency or progrom schieve s
vision of a better informed society and of policy making based on sound and ohjective
selene,

Section 2: Rights

01 Scientists and other emplovess of the povermment have the fundamental right 1o
express their personal views, provided they specify that they are not speaking on behall
of, or as a representative of, the agency. but rather in their private capacitv. So long as
this disclaimer i made, the employee is permitted 1o mention his or her nstitutional
affiliation and position if this has helped inform his or her views on the matter. The
emplovee 1% allowed to make reasonoble use of ageney time and resources for the
purposzes of expressing their personal views, ¢, accommodations comparable to what
would be allowed an other personal matters

02 Employees have the right of final review 1o approve and comment publicly upon the
text of any proposed publicotion that sigmlcantly relies on or mierprets ther scientilic
research, identifies them as a lead awmhor or contributor, or purpens o represent their
scientific opinion.  In the case of molti-author publications, procedures should be set up
te allow co-authors to have o meaningful right of review and comment.

03 Final authority over the content of and parties (o any particular media communication
rests with the reporter and the scientist he or she requests.

Section 3: Responsibilities

01 Public affairs is responsible for
a) promoting media attention on important scientific and institutional
developments,
by coordinating joumalists and the sources of information they are
lookang for, md
¢} providing both reporters and scientists with timely, accurate, and
professionul media asswstance,

02 Emplovees ore responsible for working with public affuires o moke sigmficant
rezearch developments accessible and comprehenszible 1o the public,
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.03 Employees are responsible for the accuracy and integrity of their communications and
should not represent the agency on issues of politics or policy without prior approval
from the public affairs office (PAO). Employees are not free to disclose classified
information unless authorized by the U.S. Government or federal statute.

Section 4: Guidelines for Media and Public Interactions

.01 To help public affairs best fulfill its responsibilities, employees are asked to

a) keep the PAO informed of any media interest or potential for interest
in your work, subject to the protections of the Whistleblower
Protection Act

b) notify the PAO of any impending media contacts and provide a recap
afterwards

¢) request press releases from the PAO and submit drafis for review of
their form and non-scientific content

d) work with the PAO to review presentations or news conferences for
their form and non-scientific content

.02 Public affairs officers should

a) respond to all media inquiries within 120 minutes during the workday

b) do all they can to help reporters get the appropriate information know
the reporter’s deadline to ensure timely response

¢) provide contact information where they will be available, even after
hours, on weekends, and on holidays

d) draft regional and national press releases whenever warranted

@) ensure a timely turn-around on press releases over no more than one
week

f) develop or coordinate the development of talking points in
collaboration with the relevant experts for the release of scientific
papers and other agency products

Section 5: Media Coverage

.01 In the spirit of openness, media representatives must be granted free access to open
meetings of advisory committees and other meetings convened by this agency. as well as
permission to reasonably use tape recorders, cameras, and electronic equipment for
broadcast purposes.

.02 The PAO sponsoring or co-sponsoring a meeting may be present, or consulted. to
undertake all responsibilities of a news media nature, including but not restricted to
necessary physical arrangements.

.03 It shall be the responsibility of the servicing PAO to cooperate fully with and accede
to all reasonable requests from news media representatives. In instances where contlicts
or misunderstandings may arise from the expressed views, wishes, or demands on the
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part of news media representatives, such matters should be refemred al once to the
Director for resolution.

A4 The PAO Director shall exercize full awthority and assume responsibility for all
decizions involving the news media and related activity.

Section & Imernal Reporiing

01 The sgency will offer an mternal disclosure system o allow for the confidential
reporting and meaningful resolution of inappropriate alterations, conduct, or conflicts of
interest that arise with regards to media communications.

Anti-Ciag Addendhim and Relevant Statutory Rights

These restrictions are consistent with and do not supersede, conflict with, or otherwise
alter the emplovee obligations, rights, or liabilities created by Executive Cwder No.
12958; zection 7211 of ttle 5, United Staes Code (gpoverning disclosures to Congress);
section 1034 of title 10, Umited States Code, as amended by the Military Whistlehlower
Protection Act (governing disclosure 1o Congress by members of the military), section
2302(bK8) of utle 5, United States Code, as amended by the Whistleblower Protection
Adt (poverning disclosures of illegality, waste, fraud, abuse or public health or safety
threats), the Intelligence Identitiez Protection Act of 1982 (30 ULS.C. 421 ¢t seq)
(poveming disclosures that could expose confidential Govemment agents), and the
statutes which protect agaimst disclosare thal may compromise the national security,
including sections 641, 793, 794, T98, and 932 of title 18, United Statez Code, and
section A(b) of the Subversive Activities Act of 1950 (50 11.8.C. TR3(h)). The definttions,
reqquirements, ohligations, nghts, sanctons, and Labihties ereated by smd Exeoutive order
and listed statutes are incorporated into this agreement and are controlling.™: Provided,
That notwithstanding the preceding paragraph, a nondisclosure policy form or agreement
that 15 (0 be executed by o person connected with the conduct of an mtelligence or
imelligence-related activity, other than an emploves or officer of the United States
Grovernment, may contain provisions appropriate 1o the particular activity for which such
document i 1o be used. Buch form or agreement shall, ol a minmmum, reguire that the
person will not disclose any classified information received in the course of such activity
unless specifically authorized 10 do so by the United States Govemmenl Such
nendisclosurs forms shall slso muke it elear that they do not bar disclosures to Congress
or 1o an authorized official of an executive agency or the Department of Justice that are
essential to reponting a substantial violation of law.

The Whistleblower Protection Act, 3 USC 2302(b)(8), states that;

() Any emploves who hos authority o ke, dired others to take, recommend, or
approve any personnel action, shall not, with respect to such authonty —

(&) take or (il to toke, or threaten (o toke or fol (o ake, o persome] action
with respect to any employee or applicant for employment because of -
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(A) any disclosure of mformation by an employee or applicant
which the employee or applicant reazonably believes evidences -

(1) a violaton of any lww, rule, or regulation, or

(i) gross mismanagement, a gross waste of funds, an abuse
of authority, or a substantial and specific danger to public
health or safety, If such disclosure 15 not specifically
prohibated by b and of such information 15 nod specilically
required by Executive order to be kept secret in the interest
of national defense or the conduct of foreign aflairs; or

(B) my disclosure to the Special Counsel, or 1o the Inspector
Cremeral of an agency or another employee designated by the head
of the agency 1o receive such disclosures, of information which the
employee or applicant reasonably believes evidences

(i} a violation of any law, rule, or regulation, or
(1) gross mismimagement, o gross waste of funds, an abuse
of authority, or a substantial and gpecific danger to public
health or safery;
The Lloyd-Lafollette Act, 3 USC 7211, states that:
The right of emplovees, individually or collectively, to petition Congress or a

Member of Congress, or to fumish imformation (o either House of Congress, or (o
a committee or Member thereof, may not be interfiered with or denied.



231

Smoke, Mirrors
& Hot Air

How ExxonMobil Uses Big Tobacco's Tactics
to Manufacture Uncertainty on Climate Science

Union of Concerned Scientists
lanuary 2007



232

2 2007 Unlon of Concerned Sclentist
Al rights reserved

The Union of Concerned Scientists is the
leading science-based nonprofic working for a
hﬂ]li‘ty environment and a safer world,

UICS combines Independent scientific rescarch
and citizen action 1o develop innovative, practical
srlutions and secure responsible changes in
povernment polley, corporate practices,

and consumer choices.

Union of Concerned Scicnrists
Two Brastle Square
Cambridge, MA 022389105

Phone: 617-547-5552
Faoe: 617-864-0405
Email: uCs@ncsnE.org



233

CONTENTS
Executive Summary |
Intreduction 3
Background: The Facts about ExxonMobil 4
The Origins of a Srraregy (&
ExxonMuobil's Disinformation Campaign 8§
Purting the Brakes on ExxanMaobil’s Disinfarmation Campaign 25
Ap pendices
A. The Scientific Consensus on Global Warming m
B. Groups and Individuals Associared with
ExxnnMaobil's Disinformarion Campaign 3
. Key Internal Documents i7
* 1998 "Global Climate Science Team”™ memo 8
* APCO memo to Philip Morris regarding the ereation of TASCC 44
* Dobriansky mlking poines 43
= Randy Randel's February 6, 200, fax to the Bush team
l:.luiug for Wiaeemn's disimiea] 81
¢ Sample mark up of Divaft Straregic Plan for the
Climate Change Science Program by Philip Cocney 56
= Email from Mrypon Ebell, Comperitive Enterprise [nsinue,
o Phil Cooney 57

Endnotes 58



234

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

Seth Shulman was the lead investigaror and primacy author of this seporr. hane Abend
and Alden Meyer contributed the final chapter, Kate Abend, Brenda Ekwurzel,
Manica La, Katherine Maxher, Suzanne Shaw, and Anim Spies asised with
research, fact checking, and edidng,

UGS would like to tank Ken Divies, Ressanch Director for .&zmﬁerrm.nx.

for poinrting the author (o ariginal soume material, Annie Bersank for providing
inpur during inivial scoping of the project, and the Matural Resounces Defonse
Couneil for dharing FOLA documente, UCS is thankful 1o the imdividisals and
urganivations cited in this report who have explored various aspects of’ FxxonMobil's
funding of climare conrrarians and the tabacea and climare [ink.

UCS woulbd als like to thank the following individuals for taeir helplul commenta
on various aspocrs of the repor: Masmi Oheskes, Rick Pilee, James MeCanhy, Don
Waebbles, Erik Conway, Kevin Knobloch, Alden Meyer, and Peter Frumboff.

Wie would also fike 10 acknowledge the invaluable resource thar has been creaned
by the court ordered public disclosure of robacco industry documents,

The findings and opinions expressed in this epan do nor pecessarily reflect the
opinion of the reviewers who provided commient an its content. Beth the opinions
and the information contained herein are the sode responsibility of the Union of
Concerned Schentists.



235

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

S, Silimres. ol s e | d

n an eiflan 1 deceve the pablic abaun the weal-

iy of hoobeadl warmiing, Eovendobad has nndlets
winien the st soprhitioned sl moa uecel
disisfammanion canpagn vims the bz indw-
ary e e public sbewin the seatif evidese
mﬂ;uujwndlnndmw
As ciis wpon & the v disinfi
catpuigs air miikingly s Pooafobi hae
h-nq-pnuhu-rnaqm_nflh;
ongan g iom and mxon bvelved o the callaus
disieleemation carmpeign the tolbucn Industry
weaged o Ao o, Like the sosbascons induiry,
Exxaniabil bun

* Mrwsfarturead wucortainty by rasag doaba
ahaur evrs e mow isdegunble wirasiis
ovidrner,

= Adopied a wenegy of igfrmrnien

Lnumiliring
iy mming svmmingly indrprndeni fromi eegani-

wathoons f1e pablicly fursher ind desired mesaage
and shereby confine the public.

i
a
il

the media sl the public i there i mill
wzicus drlute smong i tha buming
fovnd fiels s commrabrasiod g0

= Uead irw exvrawrdimery areen ra mhe Bl
i furariam 13 Bl firsdional podic o sl
shape v rssear communieation s ghabal
wamng.

The repon doosmesss thar, desplse the slen
i cunmmm abwest the Fesdemrnta under
wanding that ghabal warming = caesed by carbos
ilivmide and other hea-imppiag emisbons. Fxea-
Mubell lan (manlon abus §16 mllivs briwers
P il 20008t i stk o] bkl wol
dvesiey afganiemion tha munulcss sl
walery on ahe imue, Many of thew omganizsioes

ExsemMebil's Katcling of s P
I irurkonn v work 1o berer unidermand wienar,
poticion, and bl ugics o bl gobud watin
g b s the cnrperaion "o while s fand.
imp ol ideolopial snd advacy argasizion =
wondisct & diinformation sampaign wafka o o

uihilmﬂ.ud.wdlﬁﬂhm
T LT
= Aeremprod e nbifT the foess away ipom meun-

gl action vu: ghobal wattnimpg whs rbeadd-
Iy chaagrs abaut the noed for “wasad wience ™

s thist ding. This ermingly lsconsis-
urrm &abvizy mukes srnse whan looked @ thnagh
o bvsieler bema, Lille the b companies in
e decabes, dhis swnitegy provides o paabthve
“pro-sliesse” public manor ior Exyosblobil tha
sk thedr sctivity o deliy msaninglul sokon o
fhahal warssing sl helpa kg the public dehatr



236

2 | Utnisw af Comomrreed Srkemcisn

wtalbed on the science mther than focused an
pollcy aprions 1o address the problem.

In addition, like Big Tobacco before it.
ExxonMolil las been enormousdy succesalul ar
inﬂul:rll.'il:s the current wdminiss ratson and key
members of Congress. Documents highlighted
in this report, coupled with subsequent events,
provide evidence of ExxonMobil's cozy relation-
ship with gevernmenr officials, which enables

the corpontion (o work Ielvimd the seenes 1o FAE
access to key declsion makers, [n some cases, the
company’s proxies have dincctly shaped the global
warming mesage put ford by federal apeocies,
Finaally, this report provides a set of steps elecied
aficlals, investors, and citizens can take o peo-
rralize BexonMobils disinformation campaign
and eemove this roadblock to sensible scriom for
reducing global warming emissians.
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INTRODUCTION

Exxchabi!, the world's largest publicly rraded
corporation, doesnt want you to know the facts
abourt global warming, The company vehemently
opposes any governmental regulation thar would
require significantly expanded investments in clean
energy technologies or reductions in global warm-
ing emissions. That is whar the public and policy-
makers are likely to demand when they know the
truth abour climare science. Consequently, the
corporation has spent millions of dollars to deceive
the public abour global warming. In so doing,
ExxonMobil has underwritten the most sophis-
ticated and successful disinformation campaign
since Big Tobacco misled the public about the
incontrovertible scientific evidence linking smok-
ing to lung cancer and heart disease. In fact, as
this report shows, many of the tactics, and even
some of the same organizations and acrors used
by ExxonMobil to mislead the public, draw upon

Swmake, Mirrors, and Hor Air | 3

the tobacco industry’s 40-year disinformarion
campaign.

This report documents ExxonMobil’s central
role in the current disinformation campaign
about climate science, identifying the campaign’s
rationale, who's behind it, and how it has been
able—so far—to successfully mislead the public,
influence government policies, and forestall fed-
eral action to reduce global warming emissions,

ExxonMobil’s cynical strategy is built around
the notion thar public opinion can be easily
manipulated because climate science is complex,
because people tend not to notice where their
information comes from, and because the effects
of global warming are just beginning to become
visible. But ExxonMobil may well have underesti-
mated the public. The company’s strategy quickly
unravels when people understand it for whar it
is: an active campaign of disinformation.
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Baclyraund
Tue Facts Asout ExxoxnMosiL

Exmu!k‘lobil is a powerful player on the world
meage. It s the world’s Lirgess publicly eraded
company: at 3339 billian,* lts 2005 revenocs ox-
eceded the gross domestic products of most of the
worlds matkna.” I is the most profitable corpora-
tion in history, In 2005, the company neied 536
billian' —nearly $100 million in prnl':l aach day,
As the biggest player in the world’s gas and oil
buisiness, ExxonMobil is also one of the worlds
larpeat pludmru of globral warmng pu"ul:lull.
‘.}II‘I!PHH? operrions alone |_||||11|:ﬂ! the equiva-
lent of 1538 million meteic tons of carbon dioxide
into the atmosphere in 2004° and roughly the
wuimne level of emisions in JLHJ';.murdillt: La

company repoting” In 2005, the end use com-
bustion of FxxsonMobil's producis—pasoline,
hearing olf, kerosene, diesel praduces, avimlon
fucls, and heavy fucls—resulted in 1,047 million
mictric tons of carbon dicxide-equivalent emis-
sione” I i was o conntry, ExxonMobil would
rank sivth in emissions,

While same ofl companics like BIL Oeeidental
Petroleum, and Shell have begun to invest in
clean energy technodogies and publicly commined
o rediece their |'Il'llr-lr1|!|_:lillg| emisions, Fxxon-
Mobil has made no mich commitment.

Lee Raymond, Exxondlobil’s chicf executive
afficer (CEO) uniil 2006, et a braenly unapals

da (Glgatons)

The end use combuntion of
ExvoriMolal’s 1005 piodhots

Germany Inchuding gasoline, basting oil,
Canada karnaane, distsl panducts, svistion
. fussls, amal Psavy fuals eomnpanie
s with countries” 2004 data on
South Kores carkean dicmide emissiom from
ialy corrumptson and Tlasing of
fioail fussin
South Mpcs
Frarce
Iran
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getic corporate tone on global warming. Dur-
ing his neardy 13 years as ExxonMoetnl's leader,
Raymond unalrshedly oprprosed cips on cirlson
dicide emissions and sefused to acknowledge
the scientific consensus on global warming. Under
Raymond's direction, EBxonbobil poitioned
irself, as Paul Krugman of the Neur York Time
recently put it, as "an enemy of the planer.” Mot
only did he do nothing to curb his company’s
gloksl warming emissaons, during his ienee
Raymoand divessed the company of nearly all irs
aleernative energy holdings." During his time

as CEO, Exxonhlolils board Lvidhly rewarded
him with compensation amaunring 1o mare than
$686 million.” When Raymond retired ar the
end of 2005, he meoeived an exorbitant retirement
packuge worth nearly 3400 million, prompiing
sharp criticism from sharchalders ™ Exoonbdobil
ix now hieaded by CEO Rex Tilberson, but the
corpurate pilicies Ruymuond forged o far rensain
hrgr]r imncr.

ExxonMobil has played the world's mosy sctive
corporate tole in underwriting effons w thwan
amil undermine climae dmlmn repelation. For
insance, according ro the Center for Responsive
Politics, ExconMobil's PAC—ies political action
committee—and individuads afiliated with the
campany made more than 54 millian in paliical
conteibutions throughout the 2000 1o 2006 ¢lec-
tion eycles, It was consistently among the top four
enerpy sector contrilutors. T the 2004 election
evele alone, ExonMabil's PAC and individuals
affiliated with the company gave $935,000 in
political contributions, mmre than any other
energy company. Much of thar money wenr in

Semalbe, Mireers amad Mar dde | 5

This report identifies how strategies
and tactics used by ExxonMobil mirror
the well-documented campaign by the
tobaceo industry lo pravent govern-
ment requlation by creating public
confusion about the link between
smaking and disease,

e o President Bush's election campaign.'! [n
sddirion, FavonMaobil pald lobbyists more than
301 million beoween 1998 and 2005 to help
goin sroess o key decision mukers

This repart does not urremps ta shed light an
all ExxonMobil activities related o global warm-
g Instead, it wkes an in-d.rplln Lok i Ty 1o
relatively maodest invesument of abhout $16 millien
berween 1998 and 2004 1o select polivical organi-
zations’ has been remarkably effective at manu-
rI.I.IJIII'!E uncertinty about the sientific consen-
sus an global warming, [r offers examples o
illustrate how ExxonMobil's influence over key
adminiseration officals and members of Conggess
s fueled the disinformation campaign and hrlrrd
farestall federal action 1o reduce global warming
emissions, And this report identifies how strage-
b i mictics usesl by Exxon Malsil mireor the
well-documenred campaign by the robacca indus-
try 1o prevent government regulation by cocating
public confusson about the link berween smok-
ing wnd iz,
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Thie ORIGINS OF A STRATEGY

muwlmmﬂﬂﬁlwh
o be the canse of any seripus bamian ailment.

= TOBACCO INDUSTREY RESEARLCH COMMITTEE.
"FRAME STATEMENT TO CIGARETTE SMOKERS”

In its campaign to sow uncemainty ahons the
scicntific cvidence on global warming, Exxon-
Muobil has followed a corporase strategy proneered
by the tobacco industry, Because ExxonMobil's
strategy, tactics, and even same personne] draw
heavily from the tobacco industry’s playbook, it is
useful 1o look briefly at this cadier campaign, The
settlement of the lwwsuic brought by the stormeys
general of 46 stes fapced the majar tobacca cam-
panics to place their enormous caches of internal
documents enline'” Thanks o twese archives, the
details of the tabacca indusiry's covern srategy
are now chear

The story begins in the mid-1950s when scien-
tilic evidence began (o emerge lillhﬂg smaoking to
cancer. The whacco industry's initial response was
o fund a research consartium, initially called the
Tobaco Indistry Bescarch Committee and lager
kaerwis s the U5, Tobscco Institure, to *sudy
the fmsue.” [n 1954, Big Tobacca released a semi-
nal public document called the *Frank Stasement
1o Clgarerte Smokers” which ser the indusnns
tone for the coming decades, This document ques-
tinned the emenging scientific evidence of the
harm cansed by smoling bt triesd 1o sppear con-
cerned abour the lssue, pledging o the public thar
the industry would look closely at the scientific
evidence and study it themselves,”

As we pow know, tobacoo indusiry lowyers
advised the companics carly on that they could

FURLISHED B8 1954 =

never admit they were selling a haardmes prodisce
without opening themaches to potentially crip-
pling liabilicy claime"” So, rather than studying
the health hazands possd by their prodisces, die
tobacea industry hired Hill & Knowlion, a lead-
ing public rclations firm of the day to mount a
public relations campaign on their behalf, In a
key msermr, Hill & Knowlion framed the e
this way: “There is anly ane problem—confidence
and how to establish is; public assurance, and how
o ercate it In other wonds, the tobaceo compa-
nies shiould ignone the deadly health effects of
smaking and focus insead on mainining the
public’s confidence in their products

As time went on, a scientific consensus
rmrrFI‘l abont a multitude of serios dangers
from smoking—and the robaceo manufacturers
knew it. Despite the evidence, the indusory devel-
oped a ophisicaeed disioformtion campaign
nne they knew o be misleading—n deceive the
public about the hazards of smoking and o
faresall gavernmental conrals an tobacco
consumption,

HOW BIG TOBACCO'S CAMPAIGN
WORKED

In executing their caloulated strateqy over the
course of decisdes, twbacco industry exccutives
employed five main merics
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* They soughe to mansfacrre nucertainy by
nHising doubis about even the most il
ablie sclentific evidence showing thelr producrs
to be hazardous to human health,

*  They pioncered o sritegy of “infermution
fnundering” in which they used—and even
caverly established—scemingly independent
front organizarions to make the industry’s own
case and canfuse the public,

= Lhey pramared sedeneific spakespeaple and
invested in scientific reseanch in an atrempt w
lend legitimacy 1o cheir public relarians sffors.

= They amemgpred o recasr the delree by
charging thar the wholly legitimate health
concerns mised abour smaking weee nog
based upon “sound science,”

¢« Tinally, they eafrivared close ties with govern-
ment afficinfy and members of Congress. While
many corposations and institutions scck access
to government, Tobacco's site and power gve
it enormous beverage.

In reviewing the tobacco indusry’s disinfor-
mation campaign, the first thing to note is that
the robacen companies quickly realized they did
not peed to prove their products were safe. Hather,
an intermal documents have long since evealed,
they had only ro “mainrain doubt™ an the scien-
tific front as a caboulated stratepy, As one famous
internal memeo from the Brown & Williamson
tohacon coMmpEiny put itz *Douhe s our [:mduﬁr.
singe it is the best means of competing with the
Py of fact’ dear exists in the minds of e geo-
eral public, Ir is abso the means of estblishing
controversy,”” David Michaels, professor of occu-
patiomad anel environmental leadth ar Geonge W
ingron University School of Public Heath and for-
et asamtant secretary for the environment, sifety
and health at the Deparoment of Energy during

Sossalbe, Mireows, avsd Har Aie | 7

the Clinten administration, has dubbed the
stnutegy one of “manlaciring onoerisingy ™ As
Michacls has documented. Big Tobacco plopecred
the strategy and many opponents of public health
and envirmnmenisl n,-g1,||rl ons have emunbared it

From the stam, the goal of the tobaceo indus-
uy's disinformation cungaign was simples (o

“Doubt is our preduct, since it is the
baest means of competing with the
‘body of Tact” that exists in the minds
of the general public. It is also the
means ol establishing a controversy,”

= BROWH & WILLIAMSON

undermine scientific evidence of the health risks
of smoking in any way pasible. Thus, for fomy
years, the tobacco companics strove 1o manufac-
uee doubt, uncertainey, and controversy about
the dangers of smoking where increasingly none
existed. The companies publicly fought the evi-
dence af a link between snaking and lung cancer.
“They dispured the evidenee of a link berween
smoking and heart dsease, They questioned the
scientific evidence showing thar nicorine was
highly addictive. And they tried 1o raise uncer-
tainty abaue the scientific evidence ﬂumirlg the
dangers of sccandhand smoke. No rescarcher or
insrination was immune from their ractics, For
instance, ax a 2000 report from the Word Health
Chrganization deails, the robaceo companies wene
e extraordinary lengths to try to undermine the
sientilic evidence at that insimtion. Tllr‘v F;ﬁrl
WHO emplavees ro spread misinformarion, hired
institutions and individuals to discredic the inter-
national arganizarion, secretly funded repans
designed to distart scientific studies, and cven coven-
ly moniored WHO meetings and conferences.™
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Big Tobacco's strategy proved remarkably suc-
cessful; “doubt” turned out to be a relarively easy
product to sell. Today, smoking continues to cause
an estimated 5 million deaths per year worldwide
* and some 45 million people in the United
States continue to smoke”—both illustrations of
the success of the tobacco companies’ campaign o
prevent governments from implementing strong
tobacco control policies. Meanwhile, the tobacco

industry continues ro be profitable despite the
multi-billion-dollar settlement of the ULS. states’
lawsuit against tobacco manufacturers. The
“uncertainty” argument has also proved resilient.
As Murray Walker, former Vice President of the
U.S. Tobacco Institute put it when he testified
under oath in a 1998 trial brought against the
tobacco firms: “We don't believe it's ever been
established that smoking is the cause of disease.”
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ExxonMorils Disineormarion CaMmpaics

Vicrary will be achicved wlven average citizens “undersand”™
(recognize) wnrerininties in oimate science,
=INTERMAL MEMO WY THE AMERICAN FETROLEUM IMSTITUTE. 1998

m the late 19808, when the public first began to

Taras abrouit plobal waming, scsentists had already
conducted mone than a century of rescarch on the
Impact of carbon dioxide an carths climare (see
Appendix A for more information), As the gicnce
nuured in the ke 19805, debaie, 2 Lryumqiun:rll
af the scientific process, surfaced among, repanble
scientists about the scope of the problem and the
extent to which human activiry was esponsabile,
Muxh like the statue of scientific knowledige about
the healeh effects of smoking in the early 1950s,
emerging studies suggested cause for concern
bt many scantists justifiably angued that more
research needed 1o be done.®

Exxon (and larer ExvonMobil), concerned

about potential repercussions for its business,
a.l:g.:ﬂ!. froam the stan dhag ||ug|uiu] warming,
reemdd exisred and rhae a link berween human
sctiviey and elimate change could not be coabe-
lished.™ Just as the tobacco companies initially
respomdesd with a coalition to address the health
effeces of smeking, Exxon and the American Per-
roleum Institute {an organization twice chaired
Loy formser Exxon CEO Lee Raymond) joined
with nther energy, sunomosive, and industrial
companiecs in 1989 1w form the Global Climae
Coalition™ The coalitien responded appressively
1o the emerging swientific siudies about ElL‘ll.‘l.'-I.I
warming by oppasing gevernmental action
designed to address the problem,

Dirawing on a handful of scicarific spokes-
prople during the carly and mid-1990s, cthe Global
Climare Coalition emphasieed the remaining un-
ceraintles in ¢limane sclence. Exxon and ather
members of the coalition challenged the need for
uction on global warming by denyving is exisience
aswrll as characerzing global warming as a nammal
phenomenon.™ As Exxon and its proxics mobi-
liaed forces g0 comt doubt on global wirming, ow-
ever, i scientific consnsus was emerging that put
their arguments an exceprinnally shaky scienrific
ground (see Appendix Ad,

MANUFACTURING UNCERTAINTY
By 1897, sclentific undersmanding thar human-
caused emissions of heat-trapping gases were
cauming, phobsd warming led 1o the Kyoto Proto-
coll, in which the majarity of the world's industri-
alized marions committed ta begin reducing their
global warming emisions on a specified dmetable.
In response to bath the Irl'rlsll'l. of the scientific
evidence on glohal warming and the gavernmen-
tal action phedged to address i, leading ofl com-
prattics sl as British Peerolewm, Shell, and Texaco
changed their stance an climate science and
abandoned the Global Climate Coalitlon. ™

ExxonMobil chose a different path.

Tn 1998, Exxonblobil I'l.r'pe:]. create a sl
task force calling fwself the "Clabal Climare Science
Team™ (GCST). Member included Randy Randol.
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ExxonMobil's senior environmental lobbyist at
the time, and Joe Walker, the public relations rep-
resentative of the American Petroleum Institure.?
One member of the GCST task force, Steven
Milloy, headed a nonprofit organization called the
Advancement of Sound Science Coalition, which
had been covertly created by the tobacco compa-
ny Philip Morris in 1993 te manufacture uncer-
tainty abour the health hazards posed by second-
hand smoke.””

A 1998 GCST rask force memo outlined an
explicit strategy to invest millions of dollars to
manufacture uncertainty on the issue of global
warming”—a strategy that directly emulated
Big Tobacco's disinformarion campaign. Despite
mounting scientific evidence of the changing cli-
mate, the goal the ream outlined was simple and
familiar. As the memo put it, *Vicrory will be
achieved when average citizens understand (recog-
nize) uncertainties in climate science” and when
public “recognition of uncertainty becomes part
of the ‘conventional wisdom."™* (For full text
of the memo, see Appendix C.)

Regardless of the mounting scientific evidence,
the 1998 GCST memo contended that “if we can
show that science does not support the Kyoto
treaty...this puts the United States in a stronger
moral position and frees its negotiators from the
need to make concessions as a defense against
perceived selfish economic concerns.™

ExxonMobil and its partners no doubt under-
stood thar, with the scientific evidence against
them, they would nert be able to influence repu-
table scientists. The 1998 memo proposed that
ExxonMabil and its public relarions partners
“develop and implement a national media rela-
tions program to inform the media about uncer-
tainties in climare science.” In the years thar
followed, ExxonMobil executed the strategy as
planned underwriting a wide array of front organi-
zations to publish in-house articles by select

scientists and other like-minded individuals to
raise objections about legitimate climare science
research that has withstood rigorous peer review
and has been replicated in multiple independent
peer-reviewed studies—in other words, to artack
research findings that were well established in the
scientific community. The network ExxonMobil
created masqueraded as a credible scientific
alternative, but it publicized discredited studies
and cherry-picked informarion to present mis-
leading conclusions.

INFORMATION LAUNDERING

A close review reveals the company's effort at
what some have called “information laundering”:
projecting the company’s desired message through
ostensibly independent nonprofit organizations.
First, ExxonMabil underwrites well-established
groups such as the American Enterprise Institute,
the Competitive Enterprise Institure, and the
Caro Institute thar actively oppose mandatory
action on global warming as well as many other
environmental standards. But the funding doesn't
stop there. ExxonMobil also supports a number
of lesser-known organizations that help to market
and distribute global warming disinformation.
Few of these are houschold names. For instance,
most people are probably not familiar with the
American Council for Capital Formation Center
for Policy Research, the American Legislative
Exchange Council, the Committee for a Con-
structive Tomorrow, or the International Policy
Network, to name just a few. Yet these organiza-
tions—and many others like them—have received
sizable donarions from ExxonMobil for their
climate change activities.”

Berween 1998 and 2005 (the most recent year
for which company figures are publicly available),
ExxonMobil has funneled approximately $16 mil-
lion to carefully chosen organizations that promote
disinformation on global warming.”® As the New
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FYark Times has eeported, ExxonMabil is aften the
sinple larges corpocate doaor to many of these
r||.1|1|1u'uF|l llrprliﬂlinru. fm‘rl.rrll:l'_r urr.ul.mring foar
measte than 10 percent of thelr annual budgers.™
(TFor more detailed information, see Appendix B,
Table 1.)

A close look at the wark of these arganirations
exposes BoconMobil’s streegy. Vimsally all of them
publish and publicize the work of a nearly identi-
cal group of spokespeople, Including scicntises
who misepresent peer.reviewsd climate findingg
and confuse the public’s undessanding of glabal
warming. Most of these organizations also include
these some individuoals as lll.nn:l members or
scientific adviscrs.

Why would ExxonMebil opt o fund g0 many
groups with mﬂiawin!_ qu.rqwn'ﬂr and prog-
rams? By generoasly funding a web of organira-
tions with redundant person nel, advisors, or
spakespeople, EvonMebll can quietly and effec-
tively provide the appearance of a broad placform
for a tight-knit group of vocal dimate sieme
concrarians. The seming diversity of e argani-
gatlons creares an “echo chamber™ that amplifics
and sustains scientific disinformation even though
meany of the ssenians have been repearedly de-
bunked by the scienrific communiey.

Take, for example, ExxonMobil’s funding of a
Washingron, [ -based organieation called Fron-
tiers of Freedom.™ Begun in 1996 by former Sen-
ator Malcalin "#.'l]l.q:. Fromuiem of Freedom wa
founded ra pramote properry rights and cririque
envirenmentad regulacions like the Endangered
Species At One ol the Broups stall members,
an cconomist named Myron Ebell, larcre seeved a8
a member of the Global Climare Science Team,
the small sk force that laid out ExsonMaohil's

1998 mesmge strategy on global warming. Fol-
lowing the outline of the tk forces plan in 1998,
ExxnnMobi hegan funding Frontiers of Freedam
—a group that Vice President Dick Cheney
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The network ExxcnMobil created
masgqueraded as a credible scien-
tific alternative, but it publicized
diseredited studies and cherry-

picked information to present
misleading conclusions.

recently called “an active, incelligent, and neaded
presenee In the natonal debare.™

Since 1998, BxonMobil has spenr 3857,000
o underwrine the Frontlers of Freedom's climare
change cfforts® In 2002, for example, Exxon-
Maolsil e i gt to Frontien of Freedam af
£232,000% (nearly a thied of the organizarion’s
annieal budget) to help launch a new branch of
the arganizion called the Cener far Science
and Bubdic Palicy, which would focus primarily
on climate change,

A recent visit (o the organizations welsite
finds firrle informarion abour the background or
work of the Center for Science and Public Poli-
L}\..F-rhl.' welbsite offers no mention of its sl or
board members ather than fts curnent execurive
director Robent Pergueson, for whom it offers no
bingraphical infarmation, As of Seprember 2006,
however, the website did prominently feature a
38-page non-peer-reviewed report by Ferguson on
climate science, heavily laden with maps, graphs,
and charts, entitded “lssues in the Current State
of Clismute Science: A Guade for Policy Makers
and Opinion Leaders.™* The documenr offers a
hodgepodpe of distortions and disractions posing
s @ serious schentific myview. Fl.-:r,ulauu questions
the clear dam showing thar the majariny of the
phobe's placiers are in retrear by feebly anguing that
not all glciers have been mvenioried, despite the

monitoring of thousands of glacies wordwide.
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And, in an attempt to dispute solid scientific
evidence thar climare change is causing extinctions
of animal species, Ferguson offers the non sequi-
tur that several new butterfly and frog species
were recently discovered in New Guinea.*

Perhaps most notable are Ferguson's references,
citing a familiar collection of climate science con-
trarians such as Willie Soon (see p. 30 for more
on Soon). In fact, although his title is not listed
on the organization’s website, Soon is the Cen-
ter for Science and Public Policy’s “chief science
researcher,” according to a biographical note
accompanying a 2005 Wall Street Journal op-ed
co-authored by Ferguson and Soon.*” Ferguson’s
report was not subject to peer review, but it is
nonetheless presented under the auspices of the
authoritative-sounding Center for Science and
Public Policy.

Another organization used to launder infor-
mation is the George C. Marshall Institute. Dur-
ing the 1990s, the Marshall Institute had been
known primarily for its work advocating a “Star
Wars” missile defense program. However, it soon
became an important home for industry-financed
“climate contrarians,” thanks in part to Exxon-
Mobil’s financial backing, Since 1998, Exxon-
Mobil has paid $630,000 primarily to underwrite
the Marshall Institure’s climate change effort.”
William O'Keefe, CEQ of the Marshall Institure,
formerly worked as executive vice president and
chief operating officer of the American Perroleum
Institute, served on the board of directors of the
Competitive Enterprise Institute, and is chairman
emeritus of the Global Climate Coalition.”

Since ExxonMobil began to support its efforts,
the Marshall Institute has served as a clearing-
house for global warming contrarians, conducting
round-table events and producing frequent publi-
cations. Most recently, the Marshall Institute has
been routing its new book, Shartered Consensus:
The True State of Global Warming, edited by long-

time climate contrarian Patrick Michaels (a
meteorologist). Michaels has, over the past several
years, been affiliated with ar least ten organiza-
tions funded by ExxonMabil.** Conrributors to
the book include others with similar affiliations
with Exxon-funded groups: Sallie Baliunas, Robert
Balling, John Christy, Ross McKitrick, and Willie
Soon” (for derails, see Appendix B, Table 2).

The pattern of information laundering is
repeated ar virtually all the private, nonprofit
climate change programs ExxonMobil funds. The
website of the Chicago-based Heartland Institute,
which received $119,000 from ExxonMobil in
2005, offers recent articles by the same set of
scientists, A visit to the climate section of the
website of the American Legislative Exchange
Council, which received $241,500 from Exxon-
Mobil in 2005,” trns up yet another non-peer-
reviewed paper by Patrick Michaels.”® The Com-
mittee for a Constructive Tomorrow, which
received $215,000 from ExxonMobil over the
past two funding cycles of 2004 and 2005,
boasts a similar lineup of articles and a scientific
advisory panel that includes Sallie Baliunas, Robert
Balling, Roger Bate, Sherwood Idso, Parrick
Michaels, and Frederick Seitz—all affiliated with
other ExxonMabil-funded organizations.”

A more prominent organization funded by
ExxonMabil is the Washingron, DC-based Com-
petitive Enterprise Institute (CEI). Founded in
1984 to fight government regulation on business,
CEl started 1o attract significant ExxonMobil
funding when Myron Ebell moved there from
Frontiers of Freedom in 1999. Since then, CEI
has not only produced a steady flow of vitupera-
tive articles and commentaries artacking global
warming science, often using the same set of global
warming contrarians; it has also sued the fed-
eral government to stop the dissemination of a
National Assessment Synthesis Team report
extensively documenting the region-by-region
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impacts af elimare change in the Unied Smares.®
For its efforts, CEI has received more than 32 mil-
lian in funding from FxxanMobil fom 1992
thraugh 2005.%

The ircny of all these effors is that Bxxon-
Muohil, a COMmpaLy thar claims it i dedicred o
supponing organirarions favaring “free marker
solutions to public policy problems,™ B actively
propping up discredited sudies and miskeading,
infarmartion thar would stherwise never thrive in
the scientific marketplace of ideas, The tactic is
seen cleary in ExxonMohil's hm:kirls of o wehsie
called Tech Cenueal Starion, which porrays fuself
as a media outle but is, in face, part of a corpo-
rate PR machine that helps compaonations like
ExxonMobil 1o ger thelr message our

Tech Centml Station (which received 595,000
in I‘lll.'u‘iinsI from ExxonMobil in 2003} s 2 web-
based hybrid of quasi-journalism and lobbying
it helpe ExxonMobil complete the cincle of i
disinformatian campaign,” The wehsite [s nami-
nally “hosed” by James K. Glassman, a former
jourmalisn.” Bur despite Glassoans public fce.
Toch Cenrral Station was published (unrl it was
sold in Seprember 2006) by a public rdations
firmn called the DCL Groug, which is a registened
ExxanMahil labbying firm.™

A Tech Cenural Station disclaimer states that
the vnline joursal i proud of i corporate spon-
sors (including ExeonMaobil) bur thar “the opin-
ions expressed on thess pages arce solely those of
e writess amid not tevessuily of any corporation
ar ather argantzacion.™™ In practice, the oppasite
is teue. Although Tech Central Station’s content is
dressed up as mdependent sews articles, the DI
Group established the surfir ra allow corporare
clients and their surrogates to communicate
direcaly to the public. Predicrably, Tech Cental
Starion contriburars an the glabal warming isue
are the familiar spokespeople from ExxonMobil-
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Although Tech Central Station's
content is dressed up as inde-
pendent news articles, the DC|
Group established the outfit to
allow corporate clients and their
surrogates to communicate
directly to the public.

funded arganizmrinns, including Sallie Balinas,
Robert Balling. David Legates, Patrick Michacls,
Willse Soon, f'uurp Taylor, and oahers™

It is also no syrprise thar che [CT Goaps own
literatwre bBoasts that bt specializes in what it calls
“corporate grusroots campaggs” and “thind parcy
suppon” fir corporase cliems, both code wornds
for the establighment and uee of frent organiza-
tions v disseminate o r.urnp.an}-': rn.rm&r."" The
group’s managing panners, Tom Synhaest, [oug
Goodyear, and Tim Hyde, cach honed their skills
in this area over the coume of nearly o decade
warling far the whaceas firm B.J. Revnalds™
Synheornt was a “field coordinacor”™ for B.J. Reyn-
alds, heading up work for the company on isues
such as mare, local, and workplace smoking bans.™
Goodyear worked for a PR firm called Wale Klein
ani Asocistes thar ihr||1ﬂl set up fake Erassmars
aperations on behalf of B, Reynobds. ™ And Hyde
served as senior director of public ssues at R.J.
Reynalds from 19482 1o 1997, averseeing all of
the company’s PH campalgns.™

Confounding the matter further is Exxon-
Mabil’s funding of esablished research inginnions
thae seek 1o bemer understand sclenee, policies,
and technologies to address global wanming, Por
ﬂ:n.'mplr. ExxonMnhil's carporte citizen repart
for 2005 stares:
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Our climate research is designed to improve
sw'ent{'ﬁc rmdmtmmﬁ‘ng, dssess Paﬁq aptions,
and achieve technological breakthroughs
that reduce GHG [green house gas or global
warming/ ions in both industrial
developing countries. Major projects have
been supported at institutions including

the Australian Burean of Agricultural and

R E ics, Battelle Pacific Nortinvest
Laboratory, Carnegie Mellon, Charles River
Assaciates, the Ha.sﬂq Centre ﬁn’ Climate
Prediction, International Energy Agency
Greenhonse Gas R&+D Programme, Lamont
Doberty Eartly Observatory at Columbia Uni-
versity, Massachusetts Institute of Tecfmafagy,
Princeton, Stanford, The University of Texas,
and Yale.”

In its most significant effort of this kind,
ExxonMobil has pledged $100 million over ten
years to help underwrite Stanford University's
Global Climarte and Energy Project.”” According
to the program’s literature, the effort seeks to
develop new energy technologies that will permic
the development of global energy systems with
significantly lower global warming emissions.”™*

“The funding of academic research activity has
provided the corporation legitimacy, while it
actively funds ideological and advocacy organiza-
tions to conduct a disinformartion campaign.

PROMOTING SCIENTIFIC SPOKESPEOPLE
Inextricably interrwined with ExxonMobil's
information laundering strategy of underwriting
multiple organizations with overlapping staff is
the corporation’s promotion of a small handful
of scientific spokespeople. Scientists are trusted
messengers among the American public. Scientists
can and do play an important and legitimate role
in educating the public and policymakers about
issttes that have a scientific component, including
global warming. Early on, Exxon (and later

ExxonMobil) sought to support groups that
worked with the handful of scientists, such as
Frederick Singer (a physicist), John Christy (an
armospheric scientist), and Parrick Michaels,
who had persistently voiced doubr abour human-
caused global warming and its cansequences,
despite mounting evidence.”

However, to pull off the disinformartion
campaign outlined in the 1998 GCST task force
memo, ExxonMobil and its public relations part-
ners recognized they would need to cultivate new
scientific spokespeople to create a sense among
the public that there was still serious debate among
scientists. Toward that end, the memo suggested
that the team “identify, recruit and train a team of
five independent scientists to participate in media
outreach. These will be individuals who do not
have a long history of visibility and/or participa-
tion in the climate change debare. Rather, this
team will consist of new faces who will add their
voices to those recognized scientists who already
are vocal."’®

By the late 1990s, the scientific evidence on
global warming was so strong thar it became dif-
ficult to find scientists who dispured the realiry of
human-caused climate change. Bur ExxonMabil
and its public relations partners persevered. The
case of scientists Willie Scon and Sallie Baliunas
is illustrarive.

Soon and Baliunas are astrophysicists affiliated
with the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astro-
physics who study solar variation (i.c., changes in
the amount of energy emirted by the Sun). Solar
variation is one of the many facrors influencing
Earth’s climate, although according to the IPCC
it is one of the minor influences over the last cen-
tury.”” In the mid-1990s, ExxonMabil-funded
groups had already begun to spotlight the work
of Seon and Baliunas to raise doubts about the
human causes of global warming. To accomplish
this, Baliunas was initially commissioned to write
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several articles for the Marshall Institute positing
that solar activity might be responsible for global
warming.”* With the Baliunas articles, the Mar-
shall Institute skillfully amplified an issue of minor
scientific importance and implied that it was a
major driver of recent warming trends.

In 2003, Baliunas and Soon were catapulted

into a higher profile debare when they published a

controversial review article abour global warming
in the peer-reviewed scientific literature. Writing
in the journal Climate Research, the two contrar-
ians reviewed the work of a number of previous
scientists and alleged thar the twentieth century
was not the warmest century of the past 1,000
years and thar the climate had not changed sig-
nificantly over thar period.”” The Soon-Baliunas
paper was trumpeted widely by organizations and
individuals funded by ExxonMobil.* It was also
seized upon by like-minded politicians, most
notably James Inhofe (R-OK), chair (unil Janu-
ary 2007) of the Senate Environment and Public
Works Committee, who has repeatedly asserred
that global warming is a hoax. Inhofe cited the
Soon-Baliunas review as proof that natural vari-
ability, not human activity, was the “overwhelm-
ing factor” influencing climarte change.”

Less widely publicized was the fact thar three
of the editors of Climate Research—including in-
coming editor-in-chief Hans von Storch—resigned
in protest over the Soon-Baliunas paper. Storch
stated thar he suspected thar “some of the skeprics
had identified Climate Research as a journal where
some editors were not as rigorous in the review
process as is otherwise common” and described
the manuscript as “flawed.” In addition, thirteen
of the scientists cited in the paper published a
reburtal explaining that Soon and Baliunas had
seriously misinterpreted their research.”

The Nartional Research Council recently exam-
ined the large body of published research on this
topic and concluded thar, "It can be said with a
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Inextricably intertwined with
ExxonMobil’s information laundering
strategy of underwriting multiple
organizations with overlapping staff
is the corporation’s promotion of

a small handful of scientific

spokespeople.

high level of confidence that global mean sur-
face temperarure was higher during the last few
decades of the 20th century than during any
comparable period during the preceding four
centuries...Presently available proxy evidence
indicates thar temperatures at many, but not
all, individual locations were higher in the past
25 years than during any period of comparable
length since A.D. 900,”* The brouhaha in the
scientific community had little public impacr.
The echo chamber had already been set in
motion reverberaring among the mainstream
media,” while the correction became merely

a footnote buried in the science sections of

a few media outlers.

This controversy did not stop Soon and
Baliunas from becoming central “new voices” in
ExxonMobil’s effort to manufacture uncertainty
about global warming. Both scientists quickly
established relationships with a network of or-
ganizations underwritten by the corporation.
Over the past several years, for example, Baliunas
has been formally affiliated with no fewer than
nine organizations receiving funding from Exxon-
Mobil.* Among her other affiliations, she is now
a board member and senior scientist ar the Marshall
Institute, a scientific advisor to the Annapolis
Center for Science-Based Public Policy, an advi-
sory board member of the Committee fora Con-
structive Tomorrow, and a contributing scientist
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to the online forum Tech Central Station, all of
which are underwritten by ExxonMobil.* (For
maore, see Appendix B, Table 2.)

Another notable case is thar of Frederick Seirz,
who has ties to both Big Tobacco and Exxon-
Mobil. Seitz is the emeritus chair of the Marshall
Institute. He is also a prominent solid state physi-
cist who was president of the National Academy
of Sciences (NAS) from 1962 to 1969.%

In an example of the tobacco industry’s efforts
to buy legitimacy, the cigarette company R.].
Reynolds hired Seirz in 1979.% His role was to
oversee a tobacco industry—sponsored medical
research program in the 1970s and 1980s.”" “They
didn't want us looking at the health effects of
cigarerte smoking,” Seitz, who is now 95, admit-
ted recently in an article in Vanity Fair, but he
said he felt no compunction abour dispensing
the tobacco company’s money.”!

While working for R.]. Reynolds, Seitz over-
saw the funding of tens of millions of dollars
worth of research.” Most of this research was
legitimare. For instance, his team looked ar the
way stress, genetics, and lifestyle issues can con-
tribute to disease.” But the program Seitz over-
saw served an important dual purpoese for R.].
Reynolds. It allowed the company to tout the
fact that it was funding health research (even
if it specifically proscribed research on the health
effects of smoking) and it helped generate a
steady collection of ideas and hypotheses that
provided “red herrings” the company could use
to disingenuously suggest thar factors other than
tobacco might be causing smokers’ cancers and
heart disease.

Aside from giving the tobacco companies’
disinformation campaign an aura of scientific
credibility, Seitz is also notable because he has
rerurned from retirement to play a prominent role
as a global warming contrarian involved in organi-

zations funded by ExxonMobil. Consider, for
instance, one of Seitz’s most controversial efforts.
In 1998, he wrote and circulated a letrer ask-

ing scientists to sign a perition from a virtually
unheard-of group called the Oregon Institute

of Science and Medicine calling upon the U.S.
government to reject the Kyoto Protocol.” Seitz
signed the lerter identifying himself as a former
NAS president. He also enclosed with his letter a
report co-authored by a team including Soon and
Baliunas asserting that carbon dioxide emissions
pose no warming threat.” The report was not peer
reviewed. But it was formatted to look like an article
from The Proceedings of the National Academy of
Seiences (PNAS), a leading scientific journal.

The petition’s organizers publicly claimed that
the effort had artracted the signatures of some
17,000 scientists. Burt it was soon discovered that
the list contained few credentialed climate scien-
tists. For example, the list was riddled with the
names of numerous fictional characters.” Like-
wise, after investigating a random sample of the
small number of signers who claimed to have a
Ph.D. in a climarte-related field, Seientific American
estimated that approximately one percent of the
petition signatories might actually have a Ph.D.
in a field related to climate science.” In a highly
unusual response, NAS issued a statement dis-
avowing Seitz’s petition and disassociating the
academy from the PNAS-formatted paper.”
None of these facts, however, have stopped organi-
zations, including those funded by ExxonMobil,
from touting the petition as evidence of wide-
spread disagreement over the issue of global
warming, For instance, in the spring of 2006,
the discredited perition surfaced again when it
was cited in a letter to California legislarors by
a group calling itself “Doctors for Disaster Pre-
paredness,” a project of the Oregon Institute
of Science and Medicine.
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SHIFTING THE FOCUS OF THE DEBATE
One prominent companent of FxxonMohil’s
disinfarmarian campaign an global warming i
the almost unanimous call for “sound science™ by
the arganEions it funds® Like the Bush admin-
istration’s *Heakhy Foress” program, which masks
a plan to augment logging, the rallying call for
“sound scienee” by ExconMobil-funded organim.
thans is a clever and manipulative cover, It shifts
the ficus of the delwie away from ExconMobil's
irresponsible behavior regarding global warming
toward a positive concept of “sound sticnce.” By
keeping the discussaon focused oo refining scien-
tific understanding, ExvonMaobil helps delay action
10 reduce heat-trapping emisslons from fos com-
pany and prodisces indefinitely. For example, like
the company itsell, Fxxom Molsil-funcded organi-
rarions martinely cantend, despire all rthe solid
evidence 1o the contrary. that schentists don't
ke emough abaan global sarming o josify
subsanrial reducrions in hes-trapping emissions.
As BxxonMobil explaing prominently on the
company's website:

Wihile axsessmuents swck a5 Hrese of the
rcc Funel an Climate
Clvange| have expresied growing confidense
it revent snarmisng can be arreibured ro
fncrestied i greembonse gases, Hhese conclusion
redy mn expert judgment ratler than sbjective,
reproducifie mrrirical mehods, Tabew rogentier,
e s the seientific fasis for thearetical
clinate models and the interplay of significan:
natturatl vatrinbility nushe it very diffiendt fe
deterneine alijoctively the sctent ta wirielr
receut cliunrre elsrages mighe be e resnle
of burmin arctions,'™
Im contras, 11 of the warld's major national
scaentific scsdemics maued & jount statement in
2005 that declared, *The ientibc undemmanding
of climare change Is now sufficiently clear 1o
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The rallying call for “sound
science” by ExxonMobil-funded
organizations s a clever and
manipulative cover.

Justify natlans mking prompe actian. Ir s vieal
that all nations identify cost-cffective seps that
they can take now w contribute 1o subsgantial and
long-term reduction in nes global greenhouse gas
emisons ™™

Theee is no denying diat the wctic of demand-
ing “certainty” in every aspect of our scientific
understanding of global warming is a rhetarically
effective one, If manufactured uncemainty and
governmental inaction is the goal, science will
arguahly never be "sound enongh,” ar 100 percent
certain, (o justify action to protect public health
or tse enviroiment.

Again, the tobacoo industry paved the way.
The caleulared call for “sound sciemce™ was suc-
cessfully used by tobacco firms as an integral parc
af @ tolkacen company’s pineering “infarmation
lnundering™ scheme. As we now know fram inter-
nal tobacco industry documents, a campaign to
denand “sound scieiee” wos a key pan of @ sina-
egy by the cigarerre manufacmirer Philip Maorris
to create unecrrainey abour the sclentific evidence
linking discase 1o "scond-hand” tobacco smoke,
kiown i the industry a8 “environmental tobaoo
sroke™ or BT Toward this end, in 1993,
Philip Marris covertly created a fronr argankearion
called "The Advancement of Sound Science
Coalition” or TASSC'™

In sting up the neganization, Fhi|i[: Marris
took cvery procaution. The company opted not
1o use i regular public relations firm, Burson-
Marseller, Jlmu'n!_'iuslrull APCO Mo tates, a
mbsidary of the international adverising and PR
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firm of GCI/Grey Associates. For a sizable retain-
er, APCO agreed to handle every aspect of the
front organization.

As part of the plan, APCO focused on ex-
panding TASSC's ersatz “membership” and raising
small amounts of additional outside money in
order to conceal Philip Morris's role as its founder
and exclusive underwriter. A 1993 letter from
APCO on the eve of TASSC's public unveiling
explains that, despite the appearance of an inde-
pendent nonprofit group, APCO would “oversee
day-to-day administrative responsibility” for run-
ning the organization and would draft “boilerplare
speeches, press releases and op-eds 1o be urilized
by TASSC field representatives” to further Philip
Morris’ goals.'*

The public relations firm introduced TASSC
to the public through a decentralized launch out-
side the large markets of Washington, DC, and
New York in order to “avoid cynical reporters
from major media” who might discover the truth
that the organization was nothing more than a
front group created by Philip Morris. Top Philip
Morris media managers compiled lists of reporters
they deemed most sympathetic to TASSC's mes-
sage.'™ Bur they left all press relations to APCO
so as to, in the words of one internal memo,
“remove any possible link to PM."'™

The TASSC campaign was a particularly obvi-
ous example of information laundering. Bur it
also represented an important messaging strategy
by using the concepr of “sound science” to artach
Philip Merris’s disinformarion abour second-hand
smoke to a host of other antiregulation battles.
Philip Morris sought to foil any effort by the En-
vironmental Protection Agency (EPA) to promul-
gate regulations to protect the public from the
dangers of ETS. But the company realized that
it could build more support for its discredited
position that ETS was safe by raising the broader
“sound science” banner. As a result, it took stands

against government efforts to set safety regularions
on everything from asbestos to radon. “The cred-
ibility of EPA is defeatable,” one Philip Morris
strategy document explained, “but not on the
basis of ETS alone. It must be part of a large
mosaic that concentrates all of the EPA's enemies
against itat one time."'”

The important point in reviewing this history
is that it is not a coincidence that ExxonMaobil
and its surrogates have adopred the mantle of
“sound science.” In so doing, the company is
simply emulating a proven corporate strategy for
successfully deflecring artention when one’s cause
lacks credible scientific evidence. From the start in
1993, in TASSC's search for other antiregulation
efforts to provide political cover, the organization
actively welcomed global warming contrarians
like Frederick Seitz, Fred Singer, and Parrick
Michaels to its scientific board of advisors. Thanks
to the online archive of tobacco documents, we
know that in 1994, when Philip Morris developed
plans with APCO ro launch a TASSC-like group
in Europe, “global warming” was listed first
among suggested topics with which the tobacco
firm's cynical “sound science” campaign could
profitably ally itself.'™

Given these historical connections, it is
disturbing thar ExxonMobil would continue
to associate with some of the very same TASSC
personnel who had overseen such a blatant and
shameful disinformation campaign for Big Tobac-
co. The most glaring of ExxonMobil’s associations
in this regard is with Steven Milloy, the former
executive director of TASSC. Milloy’s involve-
ment with ExxonMaobil is more than casual. He
served as a member of the small 1998 Global
Climate Science Team task force thar mapped
out ExxonMobil's disinformartion straregy on
global warming.

Milloy officially closed TASSC's offices in
1998 as evidence of its role as a front organization
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began to surface in the discovery process of litiga-
tion against Big Tobacco. Thanks in part to Exxon-
Mobil, however, the “sound science” disinforma-
tion campaign continued unabared. Resuscitating
TASSC under the slightly altered name The Ad-
vancement of Sound Science Center (rather than
Coalition), Milloy continues to operate out of
his home in Maryland. Between 2000 and 2004,
ExxonMobil gave $50,000 to Milloy's Advance-
ment of Sound Science Center, and another
$60,000 to an organization called the Free Enter-
prise Education Institute {a.k.a. Free Enterprise
Action Institute), which is also registered to
Milloy's home address.'” According ro its 2004
tax return, this group was founded to “educate the
public about the American system of free enter-
prise,” employed no staff, and incurred approxi-
mately $48,000 in expenses categorized as “pro-
fessional services.™'?

In addition to serving as a columnist on
FoxNews.com, Milloy is also a contributor to Tech
Central Station and an adjuncr scholar ar the
Competitive Enterprise Institute, both funded
by EsxxonMobil.

The irony of the involvement of robacco
disinformation veterans like Milloy in the current
campaign against global warming science is not
lost on close warchers. Representative Henry
Waxman (D-CA), for instance, chaired the 1994
hearings where robacco executives unanimously
declared under cath thar cigarettes were not addic-
tive. As Waxman marveled recently about the
vocal contrarians like Milloy on global warming
science: “Not only are we seeing the same tacrics
the tobacco industry used, we're seeing some of
the same groups.™"" Of course, unlike the tobacco
companies, ExxonMobil has yet to receive a court
order to force to light internal documents pertain-
ing to its climate change activities. Nonetheless,
even absent this information, the case could
hardly be clearer: ExxonMobil is waging a calcu-
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Given these historical connections,
it is disturbing that ExxonMobil
would continue to associate with
some of the very same TASSC
personnel who had overseen such
a blatant and shameful disinforma-

tion campaign for Big Tobacco.

lated and familiar disinformation campaign to
mislead the public and forestall government
action on global warming,

BUYING GOVERNMENT ACCESS

Tobacco companies have historically been very
successful at cultivating close ties in government
and hiring former government officials to lobby
on their behalf. This list includes, among others,
Craig Fuller, who served in the Reagan and Bush
administrations, and former GOP chair Haley
Barbour as well as former Senate majority leader
George Mitchell, who was recruited in 1997 by
the robacco industry firm Verner, Liipfert, Bern-
hard, McPherson, and Hand to h:lp negotiate

a settlement.!?

When it comes to exerting influence over
government policy, however, ExxonMobil, in its
global warming disinformarion campaign, may
have even surpassed the tobacco industry it so
clearly emulates. During the 2000 ro 2006 elec-
tion cycles, ExxonMobil's PAC and individuals
affiliated with the company gave more than $4
million to federal candidates and parties.'”
Shortly after President Bush’s inaugurarion,
ExxonMobil, like other large corporate backers in
the energy sector, participated in Vice President
Dick Cheney's “Energy Task Force” to set the
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administration’s goals for a national energy plan.'
ExxonMobil successfully urged the Bush adminis-
tration to renege on the commitments to the Kyoro
Protocol made by previous administrations.!
Paula Dobrianksy, who currently serves as under-
secretary for global affairs in the State Department
and who has headed U.S. delegations negoriating
follow-ons to the Kyoto Protacol in Buenos Aires
and Montreal, explicitly said as much in 2001,
Just months after she had been confirmed by the
U.S. Senate, Dobriansky mer with ExxonMobil
lobbyist Randy Randol and other members of the
Global Climate Coalition. Her prepared talking
points, uncovered through a Freedom of Informa-
tion Act request, reveal that Dobriansky thanked
the group for their input on global warming policy.
One of her notes reads: “POTUS [the President
of the United States] rejected Kyorto, in part,
based on inpurt from you.”"'*

A Freedom of Information Act request also
revealed that in February 2001, immediately
following the release of the authoritarive 2001
report on global warming from the Intergovern-
mental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC),"’
ExxonMobil successfully lobbied the Bush admin-
istration to try to oust the chair of the IPCC. In
a memo sent to the White House, Randol com-
plained that Robert Watson, who had chaired the
IPCC since 1996, had been “hand-picked by Al
Gore.”""" Watson is an internationally respected
scientist who has served as the director of the
science division at NASA and as chief scientist
at the World Bank. His work at the IPCC had
met with widespread international approval and
acclaim. Nonetheless, the ExxonMabil memo
urged: “Can Wartson be replaced now ar the
request of the U.5.2""" At its next opportunity,
the Bush administration’s State Department
refused to re-nominate Dr. Watson for a second
five-year term as head of the IPCC, instead
backing an Indian engineer-economist for the

post. In April 2002, lacking U.S. support, Dr.
Watson lost his position as chair.'*” The Bush
administration’s move outraged many in the
scientific community who saw it as a blarantly
political attempt to undermine an internarional
scientific efforr.’® At the time, however, Exxon-
Mobil’s behind-the-scenes role in the incident
remained secret.

Meanwhile, in an equally consequential
recommendarion, the 2001 ExxonMobil memo
suggested thar President Bush's climare team hire
Harlan Wartson (no relation), a staff member on
the House Science Committee who had served as
a climate negotiator ar the 1992 Rio Earth Sum-
mit for the administration of George Bush Senior
and had worked closely with members of Con-
gress wha opposed action on global warming,'”?
Shortly thereafter, the Bush administration an-
nounced Harlan Watson's appointment as its chief
climate negotiator. He has steadfastly opposed
any U.S. engagement in the Kyoro process.'”

As successful as ExxonMobil’s efforts to lobby
the Bush administration have been, perhaps even
more striking is the way the company’s disinfor-
mation campaign on global warming science has
managed ro permeate the highest echelons of the
federal government. Berween 2001 and 2005,
the nerve center for much of this censorship and
control resided in the office of Philip Cooney,
who served during this time as chief of staff in the
White House Council on Environmental Quality.
Thanks to a whistle-blowing researcher named
Rick Piltz in the U.S. government’s interagency
Climate Change Science Program who resigned
in protest over the practice, we now know that
Cooney spent a significant amount of time cen-
soring and distorting government reports so as
to exaggerate scientific uncertainty about
global warming,'**

Cooney, a lawyer with an undergraduate
degree in economics, had no scientific credentials
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that might qualify him to rewrite the findings of
top goverament scientists, Rather, before com-
ing e the Bash administracion in 2601, Cooney
had spent roughly a decade s a lawyer for the
Ametican Perrobeum Instivute, the ofl industry
lobby that worked with ExxonMobil in 1998

o develop a ghetral wasming disinformation
campaigi. In thar capacity, Coney served as

a “climate team leader” seeking to prevent the
L1 government from entering invo any kind of
internarional agreement or enacting any domes-
tic legislation that might bead 1o mandatory limits
on global warming emissions.' ™ After joining the
White House seall in 2001, Cooney furthered
masch the same work agendn from the top Fnks
of the Bush adminisration.

During his tenure, Cooney altered and
mnqjmlililﬂ the acenrsy of numerous official
scientific reporis on dinsne change isawed by
agencics of the federal government'* For in-
stance, in 2002, as ULS, povernment scientists
stnuppled o finalize the Climare Change Science
Program's sirategic plan, Cooney dematically
aleered the document, editing it heavily and
repeatedly inserting qualifying woreds 1o cocane
an unwarranted auea of eientific uncemainty
about global warming and s |I'!1F|'i.L=l-III'I.I-.1n
(S .ﬂ.pllem‘l ix L for IﬂmPle ﬂin_:l

As Rick Pilee cxplained in his resignorion lemer
when he exposed Cooney's efforts, the government
apencics had adagied o the environment created
within the Bush administration by “engaging in a
kind of anticigatory self-censomhip on this amd
various nther matters seen as politically sensitive
under this adminkrration.” Even bevand the
outright suppression and distortion by Cooney
and others, according to Piltz, this elf<ensonhip
on lII.' P.'ﬂll. L'd-hm ill'lﬁmuﬂdh IIHI'kl'd. LLl o l.‘.
the mosz insidious and “deleverious influences of
the administeazion”™ an climare research eforms
within the government,"”
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#As successful as ExxonMabil's
efforts 1o lobby the Bush administra-
tion have besn, perhaps even mone
striking is the way the company's
disinformation campaign on global

warming science has managed to
permeate the highest echelons of
the lederal government.

i June 10, 2005, Canney resigned, rva
days after the MNew York Tiwne Brst reported Pils
revelations, Despite the suspicious timing, the
White Howse claimed that Cooney's msignation
was unrelared o Pile's disclosures ™ Bur e was
not surprising when Cooncy announced, onc
week after he left the White House, that be was
accepting a high-ranking public relutions pumi-
tion ot Fxxon Maobil. '

One af the most damning incidents Invalving
Coopey also llustrates the extent of ExxonMobil’s
influcnce over the Bush administration policy on
global warning. In May 2002, the adminstration
tssued the *LLE. Climare Action Repan.” which
the L%, Srare Deparrment was obligared by reeary
£ file with the United Mations. Major elements
af the report wene based on an in-depth, peer-
reviewed government rescarch report analyzing
the potential elfects {ﬂ'ﬂub.l] Warming i the
United States. Thar reparr, vitled LS. Marional
Assessment of the Patential Consequences of
Climate Variability and Change.” "™ predaces the
Bush administration and had already been at-
tacked by ExxonMobil.'™ The repon generaed
widespread headlines sich as ane in the Newr Fark
Tiwses proclaiming: “Climare Changing, U5 Says
in Report.™™
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Nort surprisingly, ExxonMobil vociferously
objected to the conclusion of the multiagency
“Climate Action Report” that climate change
posed a significant risk and was caused by human-
made emissions.'” Concerned abour the matter,
Cooney contacted Myron Ebell at the Exxon-
Maobil-funded Comperitive Enterprise Institute.
“Thanks for calling and asking for our help,” Ebell
responded in a June 3, 2002, email to Cooney
that surfaced as a result of a Freedom of Informa-
tion Act request.'” Ebell urged that the President
distance himself from the report. Within days,
President Bush did exactly thar, denigrating the
report in question as having been “purt out by
the bureaucracy.™'*

In the June 3 email, Ebell explicitly suggests
the ouster of then-EPA head Christine Todd
Whitman, “It seems to me that the folks at the
EPA are the obvious fall guys and we would only
hope that the fall guy (or gal) should be as high
up as possible,” Ebell wrore. *Perhaps tomorrow
we will call for Whitman to be fired.™” Sure
enough, Whirtman would last for less than a year
in her post, resigning in May 2003."* Finally,
Ebell pledged he would do whar he could to
respond to the Whire House’s request to “clean
up this mess.”?’

A major piece of Ebell’s “clean-up” effort
presumably came on August 6, 2003, when the
Compertitive Enterprise Institute filed the second
of two lawsuits calling for the Bush administra-
tion to invalidate the Nartional Assessment (a
peer-reviewed synthesis report upon which the
U.S. Climate Action Report was based). The CEI
lawsuit called for it to be withdrawn because it
was not based upon “sound science.”*

Given the close, conspiratorial communicarion
between Ebell and Cooney that had come to light,
the lawsuit prompred the artorneys general of
Maine and Connecticut to call upon the U.S.
Justice Department to investigate the marter.'*

However, the Bush administration Justice Depart-
ment, then led by John Ashcroft, refused to launch
such an investigation, despite the fact that the
Maine and Connecticut atrorneys general stated
forcefully that the evidence suggested that Cooney
had conspired with Ebell to cause the Comperi-
tive Enterprise Institute to sue the federal govern-
ment. As Maine Attorney General Steven Rowe
noted: “The idea thar the Bush administration
may have invited a lawsuit from a special interest
group in order to undermine the federal govern-
ment’s own work under an internarional treary

is very troubling.”'*

A key piece of evidence, unnoticed ar the
time, strongly suggests just how the scheme fit
together. In 2002, in a move virtually unprece-
dented in its corporate giving program, Exxon-
Mabil offered an additional $60,000 in support
for the Competitive Enterprise Institure —
specifically earmarked to cover the organization’s
unspecified “legal activities.”'*

In addition to a high level of administration
access, ExxonMobil has cultivated close relarion-
ships with members of Congress. In July 2005,
ExxonMobil's generous campaign contributions
paid off when Congress passed the Energy Policy
Act of 2005. This bill, modeled on the President’s
2001 energy plan, provides more than $7.4 bil-
lion in tax breaks and subsidies to the oil and gas
industry over 10 years and excludes any provi-
sions that would mandate reductions in U.S.
global warming emissions.'**

Joe Barton (R-TX), chair of the House Energy
and Commerce Committee from 2004 through
2006 and the lead author of the 2005 energy bill,
has received more than $1 million from the oil
and gas industry over the course of his career,
including $22,000 in PAC contributions from
ExxonMabil between 2000 and 2006.' In addi-
tion to shepherding through the massive oil and
gas subsidies in thart bill, Representarive Barton



257

has played a key role in elevating misleading in-
formation and delaying congressional action on
global warming,. Before he became chair of the
full committee in 2004, Barton chaired the Energy
and Air Quality Subcommittee. In that capacicy,
he stated at a March 2001 hearing thar as long as
he was the subcommittee chair, regulation of
global warming emissions would be "off the rable
indefinitely.” As Barton purt it “I don't want there
to be any uncertainty about that.”* In his capac-
ity as chair of the full committee, Barton has held
true to his word, holding anly two climate-relared
hearings, both aimed ar artacking reputable
climate scientists.'¥

In February 2005, the American Perroleum
Institute—of which ExxonMobil is a powerful
member'*—contacted members of Congress to
raise questions about aspects of two climare studies
from 1998 and 1999."" In June 2005, Represen-
tative Barton followed the oil industry’s lead,
sending letters to three climate scientists—Drs.
Michael Mann, Raymond Bradley, and Malcolm
Hughes—as well as the Intergovernmental Panel
on Climate Change and the Narional Science
Foundartion, questioning many aspects of these
studies. The letrer to the scientists requested a
vast amount of dara and information related to
their research over the past 15 years. While Rep.
Barton's request specifically targeted the results of
the so-called “hockey stick” studies (a 2,000-year
record of Northern Hemisphere temperature),
it also demanded a significant amount of dara
irrelevant to thar set of peer-reviewed studies.

While a spokesman for the representative
claims he was only “secking scientific truth,”°
Barton seems to willfully misunderstand that the
findings of the study in question are only one
among a large body of evidence thar support the
scientific consensus that global warming is under
way and thar human acrivity is contriburing sig-
nificantly over the past several decades. Rather
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“The idea that the Bush adminis-
tration may have invited a lawsuit
from a special interest group
(ExxonMobil-funded CEI) in order to
undermine the federal government’s
own work under an international
treaty is very troubling.”

— STEVEN ROWE,
ATTORNEY GENERAL, MAINE

than basing his inquiry on a careful review of
peer-reviewed scientific literature or documents
from leading scientific bodies like the National
Academy of Sciences, Barron cited a Wall Streer
Journal editorial as his primary source of global
warming information.

The scientific community has weighed in
strongly. The National Academy of Sciences and
the American Association for the Advancement
of Science—which rarely rake stands on Congres-
sional investigations—sent letters of concern to
Barton, as did twenty leading climare scientists.
Representative Sherwood Boehlert (R-NY), chair
of the House Science Committee, and Represen-
tative Waxman (D-CA), then ranking member on
the House Government Reform Commirtee, bath
submitted lerters protesting the tone and content
of this investigarion.

Despite this response, Representarive Barton
held two hearings in July 2006, both aimed at
artacking the Mann study. Not surprisingly, the
witnesses invited to testify ar the second hearing
included John Christy, who, as detailed earlier, is
one of the scientists affiliated with ExxonMobil
funded organizations—the Comperitive Enter-
prise Institute and the George C. Marshall Insti-
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tute—and Stephen Melotyre, o mining execu-
vive also affiliared with dhe Marshall Insine.
Meanwhile, the maost vocal opponent 1o ¢li-
mate action in the Senate i James Inhofe (R-OK),
chair—until January 2007 —af the Environment
and Public Works Commintee. He adamantly
denies the reality of ghobal warming and has pre-
vented conssderation of climate bills I::r his com-
miteee during his tenure as chair from 2003 w
2006, In Seprember 2005, he went 5o far o to
invite Miclee| Crachron, & science ficton writer,
tn testify at @ hearing on climase science and
poldicy. Despite Crichron's lack of expentise, he
arempted to underming peer-reviewed climare
science in lis testimony, Inhole was also s
coplaintiff In the fira Comperitive Enterprise
Instituce lawsuit, fled in 2000, which anempred
1o bar the distrilustion or use of the Nationl
Assessmenr, Senaror |nhofe has received a ol of

$847,123 from BxonMobd and others in the of
and gas indusary mver the conrse of his camer ™
Like Big Tobacco before it BxxonMobil has been
enermoutdy successful at influencing the curent
aidminisration and key members of Congress
From successfully recommending the appoini-
ment of key persoaned in the Bush administra-
tion, to coordinating s dlisinformion @os

on global warming with high-ranking Bush admin-
isration pessonnct, ro funding climate change
comtrarians in Congress, Exxonbobil and i
proiies have exerted sxvmordinany inflisence over
the palicies of the U8, government during the
Bash adminisration, The coxy relationship Exoon-
Mabil enjoys with gesernment oflicials has enabiled
the carparation 1o wark cffectively behind the
seenes to block federal policics and shape govern-
ment comnmumications on ghobal warming.
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Purning THE Brakes on ExxonMosil's
DisinrorMATION CAMPAIGN

For more than twe decades, Exvontobil scientists bave carcfully stwdied and
wiorked ro increase inderstanding of the ierwe of global dinare change.

In Seprember 2006, the Roval Sociery, Brimin’s
premicr scientific academy. sent a lenier 1o Exxon-
Mubil urging the company o stop funding the
domens of groups spreading disinfarmarion on
global warming and also strongly criticized the
company’s “inaccurate and misleading” public
matements on glohal warming.'™ ExxonMabil
responded by defending the statcment in e 2005
Curpurate Citizenship Report that scientific ui-
certabnties make it “very difficule ro dereemine ob-
Jectively the exrent ra which recent climare changes
might be the result of human actions™™ Tlow-
ever, Fxxonddohil alse soted thar i has nnﬁ'lﬂl
funding the Campetitive Encerprise Instine, al-
though it is unclear whether its suppor is discon-
tinued Prrrrnrl.rull:,r. Either way, as ol this Fuh-
licarion dare, this commitment leaves intscr the
rest of ExxonMebil’s carcfully constructed echo
chamber of climate disinfopmarion.

“The unprecedented lerer from the Bricksh Hoyal
Secicty demonstrates the kevel of frustration among
scientisas abownt ExxonMobil's elfons v manafisc-
tre uncemainy about global warming. Exon-
Muobil's dismissive response shows that more pres-
st is needed to achiew o real dunp-. in the
campany’s activities.

The time 15 ripe 0o call for a dramuaric shifi
in ExxonMobils stance on ﬂnhnl warming. Afer
nearly 13 years, Lee Baymond, an onspoken
encmy of environmental regulation, stepped down
at the end of 2005 and the company Pmmnbrd

PEXCHNMOBIL WERSITE, 2008

Rex Tillersan to the pasiton af CECY, While
Tillerson has been less confrontational than his
predecessor on the global warming e, he has
yer to make real commitmenrs on glohal warm-
ing. He has an oppormunity o implement key
changes in Exxonhobil's climaie change activities
and should be encourged m da sothemugh a
wide varicty of approaches: congressional action,
slarcholder engigement, media accountability,
and consumer action.

CONGRESSIONAL ACTION
Flected officials can and shoald asen their
independence from ExxonMlabil in several ways.

Overaight
Lawmakers should conducr oversight of Exxon-
Mobil’s disinformation campaign as well as its
efon delay action on slnhnl warming. Con-
gremional investigarions played a key role in re-
wealing the extent of Big Tobacco’s work 1o hide
the I'mhlir.hr;]lh impacts nf:ml:lins. By requir-
ing, Exoeonhbobil execurbaes mo toaify befoee Congres
and by obining internal documents through
nlhpnﬂm, mng;rrm‘lnml investigators could
expose addithonal infarmarion abour Exxon-
Mobil's strategic disinformation campaign

o glabal warming.

Campalgn Gontributions
Law meakess and candidates dhould reject campaign
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cantributions from ExeanMobil and its exccurives
watil the disinformation cunpaign coses and the
corporation ends s oppasition 1o mandaory pegu-
lation of global warming ermissions from foss] fuels,

Policy Action
The erue signal that ExxonMobil's disinformation
campmign les been defeaed will come when Cong-
ress passcs policics thar ensure global warming
emissien reductions. Congress should bring stake-
holders —including FxsonMohil —to the mhle, as
lawmakers develop and cnact a set of policics to
achieve mandatory global warming emission ne-
ductinns such as improved energy efficiency stan-
dards for appliances and vehicles, renewable
electricity standards, and aconomywide caps on
global warming emissions, In addizion, Cangress
should shift government energy support and in-
Ceniives -'l.'*.ﬂ?’ Fn'.lln th\.l:u[iumll L'.nul., |:|i|. mu] ks
and voward elean, renewable energy sounces. Law
makers should also encourage the inegration of
low carbon fuels into the supply chain by devel-
aping policies ro ensune thar mare gas sarions sl
biofuels such as E8S and that flexible fucl vehicles
COMPISe a greser poreniage of the vehicle fleet.

These acthons will nex anly reduce glabal warm-
ingy emigsions, but will help addrese national secu-
rihlr COncerns alowt our gn.nrlns_ wil ilrprrl:l.rnnn
reduce demand pressuecs that are driving up
matural gas prices, save energy consumes billions
af dollars, and create hundreds of thomands of
pew jobs producing chean energy and wehicle
I.u.'hll.ujngicn i

Throngh these and arher effans, our elecred
representatives can bring ExxonMobils campaign
ol disinfornstion on E_lnhul WITTIing, o an el

SHAREHOLDER ENGAGEMENT

Investors will pay 2 sieep price if FxxonMabil
refuses 1o prepare to do business in a waorld whese
ghobal warming emission reductions are required,

as they mos cereainly will be over the nexe several
years. [nvestors can help shift Exwon Molrils posi-
tinn on global warming and clean energy solu-
tions ExxonMobil sharcholders can join major
institutional investons in calling on the company
to begln 1o invest in clean energy oprions thar
would protect the long-term health of the
l:ul]mmriuu nm:l the l.!lnrlr:_”'CI

In 2006, sharcholders offered a resslutlon
calling on the ExxonMobil board to cstablish
policies designed 1o achieve the long-term goal of
making ExxonMobil the recognized deader in low-
carbon emissions in both the company’s produc-
rinn and produces. In May 2006, 17 leading LLS.
pensien funds and other institutional investors
holding 36,75 billion i ExxonMobil shares asked
for & face-ro-face-meeting with members of the
EovonMobil board of directors. This request
stemmmed from RrWIng congems in the lnancil
warld thar ExsonMobil is “a company thae fails
to acknowledge the potential for climate change
to luve a profound impace on global eoergy mur-
kets, and which lags far behind its comperitons
in developing a strategy to plan fer and manage
these R, 9 artculated in a leoer o Exxon-
Maobil fram Invesars in May of 20065 Can-
necticut State Treasurer Denise Nappier elaborat-
ed on the grop's concerns, sating that ®in elTect,
ExxonMobil Is making 1 massive ber—with
sharchobders” money—that the word's sddiction
to ol will nowt abaie for decades, even @ is com-
petitoss arc eaking significant steps to prepase for
a mpidly changing energy environment. As inves-
tors, we are concemed thar ExxonMaobil is nar
sufficiently preparing for tomorrow’s energy” and
runs the risk nﬁ'hﬂing ﬁplfnullr behind ns
rivalg =¥

ExxonMobil's competition ks indeed moving
forward in renewalde energy research and deploy-
ment. In 2005, BP launched BP Aleernarive
Energy. a project that plans to invest 38 billion
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over the next ten vears to advance clean energy
r.nJl.uul.ﬂg'!n- such as solar, wind, wnd Lilruﬂnr.”"
Skmilarly, Shell has invested £1 billlon in aleerna-
tive encrgy development since 2000, It s a major
hinfusels disributor, a :Irwhj!-rnftl'lr nest gen-
eration of solar technology, and it has 350 MW of
operational wind capacin' = While these comga-
nies could do more w sddoes global warming,
thelr actions represent an impomane step. [nves-
tors can encourage Exxondobil o convert funds
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Investors will pay a steep price
Il ExwonMobil refluses to prepare 1o
do business in a world where global
warming emission reduclions are
required.

bart havae e yer commitied o support fumie

climate resoluticons, More pressure from investors

I led to influence these and other maoal

currenily used for the disinformstion campaign
add 1o the recent research and development in-
vestmients ExxonMobil contributes to institutions
devated 10 l:g'linnir clinsie science and solu-
tions rescarch.

Sharchodders should alee suppon resdutions
calling on ExxanMobil o disclose the physical,
financial, and competitive risks thar global warm-
ing; poses to the corporation. Por example, the
2KHS hurricane seasnn suggests thar the connery's
ofl refining infrastructure is vulnerable 1o an in-
wicise in the severity of exteeme weather events
that scientists praject ane likely o occur with con-
tinued warming. ExxonMobil’s total natural gas
production deceeased in 2005 partly o eesulr of
the impacts of Hurricanes Katring and Riea in the
Gulf of Mexica™

Tnabividuials who do o have o dinect invest-
ment in ExxonMobil may own pension funds
and murual funds invested in BxsonMobil, Tlese
investors can insist thar their fund managers asess
the global warming risk of FxoonMobil imeamenes
and suppon global warming shancholder resolu-
tons trgeting EownMobil, While instinutional
imvestors increasingly supporn chess resalurions,
mutigal fund companics are lagging behind and
priting investonm at risk. Mone of the top 100
LLE, murual funds suppar climare change reso-
lutzons. For example, the three lapgest mutual
furmad comgranbes: American Funds, Filblil::r. and

Vanguard all have major holdings in ExxonMaobil,

fund companies.

MEDIA ACCOUNTABILITY

Toa often, journalists” inclination to provide pali-
tical “balane” beads o insccurate media reporting
on sclentific isues. Far from mnkirlgnﬂn shories
mone balanced, quoting Extonhobil-funded
RO and npuhﬂpnlplr mizleds the |:||||':l|i|.' Ly
dewnplaving the strengih of the scientific consen-
suson global warming and the ungency of the prob-
lemn. Citizens it respond whenever the media
provides a soaphayx for these Emonhobil-spon-
sored spokespeople, especially when the story

fails 1o reveal their Anancial ties 10 FxxonMobil
of those of their anganizarions.

Toward this end, citizens can send ketters o the
edivar highlighting the financial ries thar quoted
“experts” have 1o ExxonMobil or ExonMeobil-
funded veganizatsons. They can also encourage
individual reparmers and media autlers 1o repor
science accurmely, Well-essablished scienrific
information should be reported as such, and
members of the pres should distinguish clewrdy
berween thase views of their sources thar are sup-
ported in the peer-reviewed scientific lisecatune
verss those that have only been propped up in
the ExxonMobil-financed ocho chamber.

CONSUMER ACTION
Finally, consumers can exercis theie inHuenee in
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the macketplace by refusing to punchase Exxon-
Muobil’s gaoline and other prodscs until de
company ends i disinformagion campaign.
ExxposeExxon, 1 collaharative compaign led by
many of the nations largess enviconmental and
public interss advocacy organigiions, has already
|§.|1J'|rrn:| oyt ph'su Feven moee than SU6,000
consumers wha are calling on the company 1
change course on global warming.'™ In particular,
consumers should demand that ExxonMobil stop
fulll]JllE_Emupl. that disseminue discredited
informarion on global warming and sequire the
arganiztions it funds ra disclose chelr funding
sources and 1o subject their published, sicnce-
brasesl infurnmation (o peer neview.

It is time Tor Exson Maobil costomens 1o hald
the carpartion sccountable far fm enviranmental
rthetoric, For example, ExxonMobil's 2005 Corpo-
sate Citizen Repor states, *We seek to drve ingi-
dents with environmental impact 1o gero, and o
operate in a manner thar & nos harmiul o che
environmen,”' Even while making such pro-
neuncements, ExronMobil has, as this report
demonstrates, been engiged in a disinformation
cunpaign to confuse the public on global warm-
ing. At the same time, heat-rrapping emissions
from its operations continise fo grow.

It s critical that ExxenMobil imgose strice
stundards on the proups that receive I‘undiug for
climare-relaed scrivieies. ot only should i cease
funding graups wha disseminate diseredited in-
formation on global warming, it should require
frnded OfgAnDEions to Ihll.ﬁf]rdsl Exxon-
Mabil suppars for their work. An incident at a
Seprember 2005 National Press Club briching
indicates the importance of such discloswre, At
the bricfing, Indur Goklany, an analyst at the
FaxonMobil-funded Marional Center for Policy
Analyis, presenred ~Living with Glabal “Warm.
ing.” a paper that favors adapting to global warm-

ing over curbing the problem with emission
reduction, Neither the paper nor Goklany adver-
iz the n.rvl:n.iml:iﬂn': ries 1o Fxxon Mobil, which
wonld have remained undisclosed hod nor an
audienc: member asked Golanky about the
erganigiticn’s 3315000 in fundiog from Exxon-
Mubil between 1998 and 2004, Rﬂtl'l.li.Ti.l“ indi-
viduals like Goklany to disclese this infarmarion
will help the public mare efectively evaluate

the independence of thelr statements,

In June 200%, LS. Suie danl.mrrl[ o
mas revealed thae che Whine Hoose considensd
ExxonMobll "among the companics most acrbely
ard prominently opposed to binding approaches
[like Kyuto) o cut greenbose g emisions."*
Customers should press ExxonMobil 1o end s
oppasition 1o federal palicies thar wauld enmre
reductions in L5, global warming emissons. Mose-
ower, it should be unged 1o seta goal 1o reduce the
total emisiions from i products and operations
und demanstrare seady progress toward thae goal,
Consumers should also call on ExxonbMobil 1o
prepare to comply with imminent national and
intermational climae policies by cransitivning w
cleaner enewable fuels and investing in other
clean energy technologies. [n particular, Exxon-
Mobil should develop a plan to increase produsc-
tion of low-carbon cellubosic cthanol and make
it avablable ar its fu.rl.'ins_ st ions.

To make their acrions visible ra the company,
consumers should relay their demands disectdy 1o
Rex Tllerson at Exxonbobil's corporate headquar-
ters (5959 Las Colinas Boulevard, Il:\n‘ins;r Texas
75039 208 thpr murnber 97 2-444-1000).

To acecsm web rools focused on holding Exeon-
Mobil accountable for its activitics on ghobal
WaTTiEg, Vil Wi v, The site
includes sample letters 1o Bex Tillemon and
members of Congress.
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TuEe ScientiFic CONSENSUS ON GLOBAL WARMING

The scientific und. ding of climat.

is now sufficiently clear to justify

nations taking prompt action. It is vital that all nations identify cost-effective steps
that they can take now, to contribute to substantial and long-term reduction

in net global greenhouse gas emissions.

—JOINT STATEMENT BY THE SCIENCE ACADEMIES

ver since Svante Arrhenius published “On

the influence of carbonic acid in the air upon
the temperature of the ground” in 1896, scientists
have appreciated the fundamental principle regard-
ing heat-trapping emissions and their influence
on Earth's temperature. The burning of fossil fuels
in power plants and vehicles releases hear-trap-
ping emissions, principally carbon dioxide, which
accumulares in the atmosphere. These emissions
function much like a blanket, trapping heat and
warming d'lf plancl:. T!'N: concentration GF l:ﬂl'bcﬂ
dioxide in the atmosphere has already increased
nearly 40 percent since the dawn of the indus-
trial era and average global temperature is around
1 degree Fahrenheit higher then a century ago.

If global warming emissions grow unabated,
climate scientists expect mean temperatures
around the world will rise dramarically this cen-
tury.'®® Without concerted human intervention
to try to correct or at least stabilize this trend,
researchers have identified a host of disruptive
and possibly irreversible consequences, including
coastal flooding caused by rising sea levels, an
increase in powerful tropical storms, extreme heat
waves in summer, and reduced producrivity of
farms, forests, and fisheries worldwide.'*

OF 11 NATIONS, JUNE 7, 2005

This unprecedented rate of recent warming is
caused primarily by human activity. That, in a
nurshell, is the overwhelming scientific consensus
about global climate r_hange, ever since the pub-
lication of a landmark review in 2001 by an in-
ternational panel of leading climate experts under
the auspices of the United Narions, called the
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC).'"" The 2001 [PCC assessment drew upon
more than 1,200 scientists and approximartely 120
countries. It quickly became a standard reference
and solidified the scientific consensus abour global
warming internationally. Released just days after
the inaugurarion of President George W. Bush,
the IPCC report laid out the mounting and
consistent scientific evidence of global warming,
In May 2001, the White House officially asked
the LS. Nartional Academy of Sciences (NAS)

to conduct its own review of the [PCC assess-
ment.'* Within a month, in June 2001, the

NAS confirmed the conclusions of the IPCC that
global warming is occurring and thar it is caused
primarily by human activity.'” More recently, 11
of the world’s major narional scientific academies
including these from the leading industrialized
nations issued a joint statement that declared,
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“The scientific understanding of dimate change
is now sufficienily clear 1o justify nations uking
prompr action. It is vial thar all nations idenify
cost-cffective steps that they can take now 1o con-
tribute to substantial and longterm rediction in
net glabal greenhouse gas emisstons.™ ™

Ome of the reasons sclentiots consider the
evidence so compefling @ that it deows on ach
a broad mnge of ssurces, In addivion ra climare
speclalists who use sophisticared computer models
o study climatic trends, rescarchers from an anmay
t‘.d-ﬂ“iﬂﬂ. inchading atmospheric scientists,
paleaclimaralngiss, aceanogrmphers, merearalo-
gists, geologiss, chemists, biologias, physiciss,
and eeodogius buve all cormoborued global warm.
ing, by sudying everything (rom animal migration
to the meleing of glaclers. Evidence of a dramaric
globad warming trend las been found in ke cons
pulled from dhe both polar regions, satellite imagery
of the shrinking polar ice masses, tree rings, ncean
temperatute monitoring, and so on.

Ralph Cicerone, President of the Magional
Academy of Sciences stated during a LA, House
of Representatives hearing for the Cammines on
Encrgy and Commerce on July 27, 2006; °] think
we nndemnstand the mecdsanivms of CO; and
climare herrer than we dn of whar canses fung

cancer...[n fact, it & fir to gy chat global
vearming ey be the most carefully and fully
studied scientific topie in human historne™ "
Similady, Donald Kennedy, the editor of Seieure,
las moted. *Consenmus as strong as { lie oo thist
heas developed around [ghobal warming| ks rare
in sciepce.™ "

T et a sense of just how powerdul the sien-
tific consensus ahaur global warming is, consider
this: in a Decemnber 2004 articke published In the
journal Science, Maomi Oeskes, a historian of
science at the Universiny of Califormia, San [iego,
reviewed the peer-reviewed scienrific livernene for
papers on global dimace change published be-
rween 1995 and 2003, Oreskes reviewed a ran-
dom simple of approximately 10 percent of the
liveearure: of the 928 studics, mor one disagreed
with the conserses view st unsans are con-
tributing to ghobal warning,"™

Diespite what Faxonhfobil might oy o cell
you, today, in 2004, theee is widespread agree-
ment among creden tialed dlimate scientists around
the world that human consed ﬂdﬂ warming is
well under way. Witheur a concerred effart 1o
curh heat-trapping emissions, it spells trouble
T the health and well-being of our planet,
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Grours anD INDIVIDUALS ASSOCIATED WITH
ExxonMopiL's DISINFORMATION CAMPAIGN

Tabke 1 Sslsct ExxonMabil-Funded Organizations Providing Disinformation on Global Warming'
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Table 1 Select ExxonMobil-Funded Organizations Providing Disinformation on Global Warming'™

continued
Total ExxonMobil
Funding™
Organization (1988-2005) Iustrative Information
Mercatus Center, 80,000 Exxonhobil funded $40,000 in 2004 to support the Mercatus Center's work on climate change
George Mason University reguiation.
National Association of $100,000 In 2004, an ExxonMotil grant for work on climate changs i i 8%
Neighborhoods of total expenses,
Hational Center for Policy 5420900 The NCPA recsived funding from Exxonhlobil every year from 2000 to 2005, NCPA climate
Anplysis work inchudes, for example, a paper authered by climate contrarian David Legates that argued
the arctic polar bear was not threatened by global warming.™ The MCPA also cites
the work of Robert Baling, Jr.. John Christy, and other climate contrarians.
Naticnal Center for Public §280,000 In 2003, Exxoniokil gave the center 530,000 to fund the EnviraTruth website www.envirotnath.
Policy Rasearch «orgl, which purportedly provides information on the “truths and falsehoods™ of a variety of
environmental issues, including climate change.'™
Motional Environmental Policy 75000 Steven Miloy is the former director of the NEPL' funds in 2000 3% of
Institute their totol axpanses that year. The activities of NEPI's Global Climate Science Project included o
Cengressional roundtable and white paper referencing severnl climate contranions, ™
Pacific Ressarch Institute for 5355,000 PAI's largest donation from ExxenMobil since 1996 is $100,000 in 2004 (up Fom $45,000 for
Public Palicy each af the two previous years). Exxenhlobil allocated half of this grant for “chmote change and
environmental quality research
Science and Erwironmental $20,000 BEPP was founded by climate ian S, ingar."™ 510,000 in
Policy Project 2000 for profect support.
The Advancement of Sound $50,000 Exxonh funds rep: d B5% of total exparses inFY 2002
Sclence Center, Inc.
Tech Central Station 565,000 The DCI Group ran TCS until TCS was sold in September 2006, The DCI Group is a registered
BExxonhobs lobbying firm. ™
‘Weidenbaum Center, 5245000 Murray Weldenbaum, honorary chair, has i bout the * great of the human
Washington University contribution to global warming ™ The ceniter received $70,000 from Exxonbobil in 1808 for
{lorrnarly Cartter for the Study “Global Cimate Change and other " and published papers by climate contrarians
of American Business) Patiick Michasls (1996) and 5. Frederick Singer (1999).

TOTAL: $15,837 873
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Table 2 Scientific Spokespeople Affiliated with ExxonMobil-Funded Groups

Name With Fundad Title/Role
Annapslis Center for Science Based Publc Pelicy Selence and Econamie Advisory Councl Member™
Committes for a Constructive Tomamow Acadernic and Scientiic Advisory Board Member™
Cempetitive Enterpriss Institute Report Author™
George C. Masshall Institute Senlor Scientist ™ and Chair of Sclence Advisory Soard™
Sallie Baliunas Global Climate Coaliion Featured Sciantis
Heartland Institute Writer/cantributar™
Heritage Foundation Writer/contributor™"
Hoaver Institution an War, Revolution and Peace FRobert Wesson Encowment Fund Fallsw (1993-47
Tech Cantral Station Selence Round Table Member™
Cato Insttute Book Author™
Committes fer a Censtructive Temermen Acadernie and Seientiie Advisory Board Member !
Robert C. Balling, Jr. Heritage Foundaticn FPolicy Expert ™
Irtemational Policy Network Writer/cantributar™
Tech Central Station Seience Roundtable Members
Competitive Enterprise Institute Report and Article Authors™
John Christy
Independent Instinste Report Author™
fera Academic and Scientiic Advisory Board Member
b Consumer Alert Advisory Councll Member™*
Centor for the Study of Carbon Dicxide and Global Changs Prosident™
Sherwood B, Idso Committes for & Construstive Tomomow Atademic and Seientific Advisory Board Mermber ™
George C. Masshall Institute Report Author™!
Competitive Enterprise Institute Former Adjunct Scholar=
George C. Marshall institute Report Authorss
Heartland Institute Foatured Author™
David A Legatos
Independent Institute FResearch Feliow™
National Center for Policy Analysis Adpnct Scholar and E-team Expert™
Tach Central Station Scionce Roundtable Member="
Annapolis Center for Science Based Public Policy Science and Econarmic Advisory Council Member™
Richard Lindzen Cato Institute Contributing Expert=
George C. Masshall Institute Report Author™
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Addiinion With Exoniobil-Fumded Srgenicrtion
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Tatée 3 Key Personnel Overfap betwesn Tobacco and Climate Disinformation Campalgns
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Appendix C
Key INTERNAL DOCUMENTS

* 1998 “Global Climate Science Team” memo

* APCO memo to Philip Morris regarding the creation of TASCC

¢ Dobriansky talking points

* Randy Randol’s February 6, 2001, fax to the Bush ream calling for Warson's dismissal

¢ Sample mark up of Draft Strategic Plan for the Climate Change Science Program by Philip Cooney
*  Email from Mryon Ebell, Competitive Enterprise Institute, to Phil Cooney
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1998 “Global Climate Science Team” memo

Gilohal warming: The campaign by the American Petroleun Institute Page Lof €

This is mcant as a discussbon ftem within Shell.
The material below contains a memo by the API from April 1998
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S Waller
Global Climate Science Communication
Action Plan
Situation Analyxis
U Eewrmbeer 1997, (e mwuuﬂnm--m-mmn
wmbaderas fn s oot st B8 prpeorts b b chamges b the ghobal limate comed by the contiesing rrlease of
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“Mhmmﬁ\ﬂlm appreved by thee LS Sewie, wil) msinly affoct
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Glabal Climate Science Communications

Action Plan
Project Goal
A majority of the e ik
i Ui - R e (.. Comgr: o bt thee Ntiire 1S, comree
wn ghebal dlimmate chanpr.

Progeess will b moasured toward e goal. A measaromsenl of e pisblic’s peespootive om climste soenoe =il be
taken befory the plan bs lesmchod, and e wme messarrmenl w il be talen ol ane of maee o yet-do-be-

Vietory Will Be Achieved When

@ Asersge cltloem i o tem d

Bercmmers et of U “oonvemstismal windom ™
o Media il in llmate sohenie
o Medk refiocts b o " d £ the validity of vieups that

challenpe (e curremt " oonsenlbonal windom ™
2 Induntry sentor - b clhamad sl azy

o s e shaape Himate
o ™ e Ky e s of evient sche brantef with reality.
Current Reality

Umbess “cliinaie chummge™ Iuvisies o o ke, hiig il i oo g el Where wre e
Tarther initiatives (o thwart the thivel of climate chasge, there may be nn st @ hen we con doclare s lotery
ot wuar efTartn. 10 will be mecrssary b etablbh merrvments for the scirmor ofTort (o irak progros e aed
i lmg U gl ssld strsteghe siscor.

Strateghes s Tactics
L National Media Relations P 1 Devedop and " dia rela
Inderm the media about srhemor: thomal. rvghnal
n the sckonfiflc umcertsintios, and th weducate form e public. 10 raing questisns
with policy makers.
Tacthcs: These taction will b b rlakim bs merw il U ment clmate mevtiog in Bovmn
b N b 1R, s il b ol ihervafier, as Atk will B vt bl
e o o Woe o s o, Punding sbtalned, and the tevesary bl rokations. ¢ 1
arranged i dophryed. bn o il e Py o wilh other o ol s
motbem phan, mant especially Strategy 11 Nathnal Climate Sclenoe Data Conters,
Nebewtify, recruit and train ok i cirnth .l . These will be
o ds ot b ol viibility wvdior i the cllmate hangr debiste,

Bty Ui femm w i comadst of sew Teces whes will add thelr vabies to o recogmiied soiontits whe alroedy
wre vocal.

. - P adin rwed pugers that undercat

e Wi scheme. Vi Lt whe

hinpfwww curonct.nbeserve_wesker/ew @ shelll APL-peop html R0
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fexchuding sbmple Present sekentifh i Lagmse 1hst the s aned bl

wam e bl
® Comduct briefimgs by media-trained shentis for solenor writers in the fop 30 media markots, sdng the
(1 s o dlaily with offer of whentists 1o

- "
il iolfer sclemdists b appear om raiio Gk shem s scross (e cmniry.

* Produce. distribute » sesdy stream of cimaie sclence informaiben vie lecdmile sod e-mall 1o whence

writers sremed the cosmiry.
* Produce, distribuse vis  steady stream of op-cd
ol o the eibor rmlinds.
® Comnl o nationsl TV ! | s prosduies @ gt
bl < of the Kyod tresty.
* Organiee, p sl condinet thratah -
Tiemate schence in 10 o gy The periend wkd- Awgust thrigh
Oxtober, 1998
» Comnidor s rrtinimg B sciomtifl i kst meark stajpprt mathomal, rogionial smed kel

(g workahmgs | debabesl, o appropeiabe.

National Media Program Budget - $600,000 plus paid advertising

11 Global Climate Sclence Informathon Source: Develap sed loplossent o progras bo bajeo

oreidibde schenor amd whentific sooountabding inte the ghobal climate debate, rablag quetin

bt woil e reutting the ~pres siling whentifle whadem,” The strategy will have he sibibed benefi of
Sroshiing & ilalferis cxiiicinms of i Pl

Tactics: s with the Nathossl Medis Relstion Progrss. dhese sotivities il be sndertsben hetween
worw anl i et climate mevting bn Bormes Alres, Arpentisg, (n Novembeor 1998, snd il contimes
Whereafler. Initiatives =il b Lomss bured s s as the plan b oppresed. fundbng shtsinrd, asd the
mevewary resmroes arvesged aned depley el

® Fatabdinh o Clobal Clamate Scormor Diats Conter, The GOSTC w0l b established in Wsnbington s o mee-
o W il by Bl grectd liimmte scbentits. 11 will be saflod

imtially with [y S——— panies snd
wlimate bvsine, These evevutives willl bring with them It

® Uhverall istory of clmate research sad the IPCC proces;

® Usmgressiemal relstionn and kaowledgy of whery individusl Sonstor stand on the climate
L

* Knowhedgr of hey climate scirntiis snd where they stand.

@ Abdliny te bedwmtily mnd recrult os many o 30 rosguecied climate sohontiis e weve on the
whence s ety board;

. redutions snd wii
and emergy writers, columnists snd editorial wrilen:

® Expertise in grasrsts organisstion: snd

» Compelen

hitpediwww cunonct.nbiesersie_weskeriow & shell/ APT-prop ami K200




276

42 | Union of Concerned Scientises

Global 1g: The campaign by the Amcrican Petroleum Institute Page Sof €

T CONINC will b bl By by i scmiioor evenutive with o major porsons] commitment o e gosh of e
wamipaign snd ey mhmm-ﬁl‘ﬁbm Whe Cember will b rum on o iy -bo-day basks by
an evevuthe Sirecbe e mmel. The Center will by Tosdod ot 2 bevel that
nn—umwmhmmbuwu
climate schonor (0.8.. 8 complete sclontilic critigue of the 10T research snd iy conclusiom ),

* The GUSDC of Congro, the modla,
Mﬂﬂﬁnmlﬂh i comrdisml contant with the hest cllmate sciewtists sl
wenmry (bl thelr findings 2l views recelve sppropriste attentien. 1| = provide thee with the logitical
and imrsl gt ey have bren lacking, b short, @ will be o sl sohentific shiormative te the ICC,

s Fumctions will imclade:
. e " - o
schrmce inbormathon.
. d Amtbnahipe with all major siostiss oo
esesrch in thin Bk sappports our posdthon.
. with wlentific [

- lmpract of seientilic views comndstent with e
with Csngress., the medls and oiber bey sudicoces.

® Monitering snd werying as 2o earty warnieg vy dem for schentific deveboguments with the
puobential to lnpact on the climate scirmoe debsate, pro amid o,

o Pravidi fur advecucy sa ol " s

Global Climate Schenor Data Center Budjet — S5000,000 (Spread over two years minlmum)

THL National Direct Oy h and b direet
inbirm and cducate membors of Congres, stade offscish, indwary

siemliflc
ks met only will refuse o eneds "&r,-l-l i mu—w““—qﬁ
Bamean A i
Hm-ukﬁum-wwmmul—-mwmhmm

Tacthes: P bers of Congrenn, Micishs and indantry leaders will be waderteh
-ﬂnhﬂ-hm“au‘.ﬂﬂm
thruugh Bisrmes Al amd for wtrwah gy will
ﬂwh—hlnh‘mw 8 o Py with e ol
by 2 thom plan.

* Develbop and conduct hreugh C sciene briefings for Csngress,

mﬂmﬂmmb’m“l

* Dvebop information bits om climate scens targrted speoifically af the aerds of gosernmest officlab snd
by beasbers, 10 b weed b conjameton «ith and seprately | a-ul-m brieflngs bo further

hipefwww curonctnbuserve_weskorfeow @ shelll APL-prop, heml GR00E
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APCO memo to Philip Morris regarding the creation of TASCC
(available st Soopihaluoondenments, orgom 202 2335083 702 bl #sage)

Sepemiber 1, B93

Wie aley e i the of il the
. :“n'.r-._ruq—pqﬂln
ey § moming with Elew kierks ) e

W lrew reowmly cosdeced 8 wervey of corem TASEC meahen @
pulietl fhwis gl oo ewe, progress and scrivities, A s resl of de

I e, POV gty B Wt 1 e LES) o A R e A e () T
A, B, W, Caelm, FRon, an, T M, Rng g, Lein, L Amgetes, s, Hutvmen
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SCOPE OF WORK

APCO proposes three levels of assistance that it can provide wo Philip
Morris: mwﬂmmrmcumm(m
ing and k media jons strategy; and
mmmm.wmamm Each of
these levels are outlined below.

I.  EXPANDING AND OVERSEEING TASSC AND ITS
PROGRAMS.

AFCO services that cover six to the
success of TASSC: (i) expanding the membership of TASSC; (i) broadening
the funding base of TASSC; (jii) conducting an on-going and comprehensive

(iv) directing the activities and of Garrey
Carruthers and other key leaders; (v) di 3 h to
the and academi i) ing and implementing
the administrative responsibilities of TASSC

M  Expanding the membership of TASSC,
mmmum:»mum«rm;ﬂ

to expand the b nflh Lith w-evll‘l i P a

multi-tiered program i intensiy of

other individuals i inp the use of sound science. This

program includes identifying key individuals and groups, nesearching

wmdhmwh Mdo\mud

&emeﬁuﬁw mechamn Much of this effort will include
tions, and an on-going

mmmm»mmmnﬁcsm
i)  Broadening the funding base of TASSC.

APCO will expand its efforts to: (i) enlist additional financial support
for TASSC; and (ii) ensure a continuing broad-based source of funds for the
national coalition. This effort will require ongoing solicitation of support from
Fortune 500 companies and other targeted business and industry groups. The
mwmwmmmmmfu
ffecti “ywnlkilhdrmud

dmwﬂhh&wﬂth(cbﬂywkhmlpmm»hwwfm
its corporate contacts and allies. Toenmmlhu‘ra\sscmuﬁmmof
contributors, APCO will include a direct muail fi
element in this program.
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il Comducting an enpoing and comp Preg
APCD will conduct & rescaach program which inclodes moasoning
mm-ﬂwﬂeﬂhmm:ﬂﬂmbn
thar TASSE bun the loew Informarkn ol rewsnmed o8 the e of ssawesd

chonce. W alsd will moniof asd mandming leverage with thind parties o
lasiled and cxpupd ihe TASSIC Ssaburg of pocmial alles.

fie)  Diveutiag the activifics of Garrey Carrmthers and o Ley Josslers,
APCO willl dipoct and manage the -mm-rmcnmn

i Coondineting and dieniing eutrdach b the scientlfle and scademic
sommexitn,

AFCD willl (ouhect ba (t-poiag program of cutreach o crdible
sckernines amed aondemiciany o enlin dhelr sppon 1ad pankeiparioe with
'rmuhmm uwmmwmmm
Largrend indvinsaaly by bemiciams w key TASSC
Iaues. mﬂ-ﬂ:ﬂmvﬂhw'mh
TANSC meeedia wotiithes.

) :.m.'-‘.‘. fng he achulalirasivs respanslblliies of

APOT will erveres the duy 4o day sdminigrtive Feipoadibilites of
runsing fhe natiooil coalition. This inclode e saistennnce of sl lats
so peamiy. dimniing sovmary cormmpendance on heladl of e coalirioa,
mairesiving fiasncial roooeth, ke pooparing all peccwiany fooonds and roports.

L DEVELOFING AND IMPLEMENTING A COMPREIENSIVE

MEDLA RELATIONS STRATEGY.

A Tl B e Lasnching of TASSC, APCD will implosont 3
ooapieteimive dadu flalos el which sk inckels the dovclopment of
& TASSC Public [aformation Busvan. The primsry chjecshve of the TASSC
Pullic Infomution Beveis b b () monine coversges of e coalition; (i)
disvamise bry mesapes of the ooslition: ssd fiif) mavimize the we of
TASSC naed by msewsbery (mo Phlip Moeriy's nues is mrposd s,

VQ‘%‘
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har ol waedl iegianal metia affam will he sgpplemsaad with o mll-
ol of kol famed preis iedeases, TASHC' Pubitic Information lanom
will refease press ssnowscemssi. newn aleriy and worve 0 e on all®
hesdquaners for coonfinating TASSC peblic information sctivities. The
Barmaa's sotivities will feciade:

*  Poblahing snd Surihtieg » monekly updee repon for sl

* e altermasive press (L., imeren y
aevaleer and civle, d dming TASSC moskors of
iy gunisg tbbies s rekvant eeui

= Armnging media oan.

o Ty wews erlereey om0 repuler hashs 10 sews wire serviees,

¢ Tuing quanery nuiom] ‘mar® releses 10 imalier sk
markers W boild praderoot e,

x Ating shearaghme for of TASSC
e i
w0 pocrvide ipoadiens for allied e nterestod groaps.

- Dmudting “bollerplss® speacke, el and op ads 1o be
mn'rmcmw:u o

. Placing seisieu'op o b el publisatines o setve 018
memher prdruitmant fool i targeliod isdetrion, mch s the
apricultug, chemical, ol sdditive, sod beoledaology okl

- Mbonicaring the ekl wnd sorving 8§ managoment oootnd
conmand for aay criss Bal ooour,

LML ASSISTANCE TO REGIINAL IMEECTORS IN TARGETED
ETATES

AFCO willl gaxisl the Ropional Dimcion in sbdoy wnpeiad by Philip
Morris. This inchades eiliving TASSC 1 3 wol b mrpetnd leghduive hanbes,
developing and'or woridng with oiher coalitions and graseroots groups, sl
irplomamiing approvnd campuipn ey and effors.
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PROMISED FEFS
The proposed fees for mach level of mbuasoe v s follown:
L Fapanding snd averseing TASSC asd s programi,

P of $30,000 per momh, plus sgpropriste om-of pockes exp In
dithon 4 thin feg, we will bl wn sddithona] smcust of $3.000 &
npemane Ganey Camthers.

L Drorioping sod impbeenting a comprobemive medla relatiom
sEradagy,

Pee of §15,000 per momh, plos spproprise o -of pockes expenses. If
e are ipocial medierelaod projects beyosd what (erreatly &
amtfcipuard we will provide » specisl budper fior yoor sppeoval.

ML Asmistasor fo FAs Regional Dirvcton bn largebed state.
APCO s currently woder coatract for §12.500 per sonth 1o B
the ooecls of Ragional Dirscions. W bope @ work with Tim w

undsreand the susmber of wics targotod for FRA and B bl of
Eitiataacs sequned i those statm before 8 final propossd fee can be

We have boos encited aboui the progress of TAZSEC w dee and are
onmmined o the consieuad developmont aad mocon of the saticsal coalitkon.
B o havve any questions, of I 1 can provide you wih sdditional iaformation,
sz bl me dasorw,

T bk Fewand 1 discunsing this propenal with yos.

Sioerdy,
;%z-_,.
Margery
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Dinbriansky talking points (ohimined by FxsonSecrers.org throngh FOA request)

UNCLASSIFIED
200113080
Wasted Staten. Dapartment of Slas
Pobiapes 0. C.2000 /A7)
U 20 xoe
RELEASED IN FULL
EMCEABD [ FIED "
1=1) & = Under Secretary Dobriamsky

e GES = Men Belll, Rctimg w

SORIFCT:  Yows sesting with mesbary of the Clobal Clisate
Cealitien. a1 0L, BEll = $30 am

On Thuteday moralng pou i1l spaeai bo sembers of tha Global
Climaty mll.t.'-ﬁ ety & ge farnas & numbar of yBars ag@ to
Eaordinats Tha p.n.i.upr_un basiness and indeaicy In dossstilc
aed iparmatjonal ﬁm. -lal.nq COL sembaors are
esmpletaly l'-.'ki!'l Il 110 intration’s poeltlon om clisate
change and the ﬂ]ltl:i.ﬁ ol tha Kyete Protoool.

Our oblectives ardl

& To sEghasles the AMRINLSLTAELiAS’ S commitmant ©o develsp &
realiveis and effective response va climste changes

= To bried sesbesy on the stetus of the clisate change
wolicy sevlew amd prisclples lapogtent to policy
devmlopment | snd

& T sallsie OO Ldsas 58 AlCETRALIYE ©O Eyors as pare af
esnrinuing dialoges with friessds and alliss

SOC pusrticipents, sows of whom sre sclsatific saperte, will
atata Lhat 'tbl Efe 100W Bahing Ehs resATES AFTicalated By tha
Frasidant an :I;-u ehangs palisy. They will b= greatly
inceresced im further slabaratiss af tae Adsinistration’s
domeatic and intsrnational climeies chasge policy. [In geneia
L favose wuluntary sctions, [lenille macket-taded mChsnd s
and Lha dwvalogmant of cont-#ffectlve Dechrologlas. TReY will
WERE §a EASW Sur IREEREISAS fAF TRe Foswmed saaslon af COPE.

Avtavhnmnua:
Tab 1 - Talklsg polnts
Tab T = Bownaris
Tib ) = GOC Rerisa Agedall and members

MRS LTEED
Iﬂ“lm‘lﬂ -lmw STATE
UNCLASSIFIED
DATECARE 10 43 WAV 31 ARS8
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UNCLASSIFIED

(FAA

RELEASED IN FULL

Taliing Palnte

Climsate Changs L & sopléeos pgobles:
= BEdmifnistcition sesks swalistic and effective policiea.

Froteoal waE 0T APRESPTLATE FEIPERIN

® Bo Elgeal vhatscever Lhat ceveloping counrrins woala nave
aventually parcicipated.

* Potentially too costly and would mever have Geen ratifled.
Batter Lo Starl over Aow rather than contlsue charsds.

Futurs Sonstruat

s Hold o Principles = zesponte audl Do globel, seasoned and
Flaxible: IinClede magiel iscentlved and lncentives for
tachnological inapvation sustaln ecencmic growth.

= Frotect U.5. interesis In the intermatlonsl negotistlons.

* Cuard againat trads sancrioms as means e force Pratocel wpon
whe United States.

Ealioit views in dsvelsping an af ivhn and sarksT-Bassd
e

= PFOTUS fwjetivd Kyoto. in part. based om input frem you.
= POTOE bwliwves, hovever. ve nesd o show leadership am thim

ilssus te advance U.5. demsatic amd international peliey
whjectives.

s Incerested im khoaring from you, wvhat typs of inisrnacionsl
aleerratives ts Kyoto would you SEpPort? &

oo
IATIACASE [0 8 LAY 1664 JoAMZINY UNCLASSIFIED
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Randy Randol’s February &, 2001, fax to the Bush team calliog for Watson's dismiseal
{obstainsed by Matural Resources Defense Council through FOLA vequest)

OuinTime: @ Fob 2001, Wd0am [Eulmmswmes
Paggied ool liafiveg Corwme 00

- Bursh Team for [PCC |

Attachad is a brief memo outlining the issues related fo the
on-going IPCC negoliations on the Third Assessment
Raport. | have also attached othar matarial thal may ba
usell fo you.

I will call fo discuss the recommandations regarding the
team thal can better represent the Bush Administratmn
tntarasts unlll key appointments and re-assessmanis ane

- bouey
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Global Climate Sclence-lssues for 2001

A itessevmmesenial Pavwl o Shnilp Shance (905

1, The [PCE s on schadule 05 isus i late Seplerier 2001 &s Thind
Aspeanmant Heoo (TAR). composed of Suee Werking CGroup Regorts o7 e scencs,
imgacss and miganon of sl charge BN B Syl Recor. The (PCC s hoddnd
Sy Fliskert Watsoa, mn Anercan whe i ahic the chief sclenen parsen ot e VWornd fark
Wm:mmmﬂ'ﬂdhﬂhﬂmhh

Wikile | louss of Scerce el Techaciogy policy. s tenum ot B
IPCC ands with the complefion of e TARL Howse, he coud e extended ot an P0G
‘smainn T yRar OF Nt

Dung the Mague megtng n Moverter, Watson prienisd @ iiess pevies o e
Third Avsewsment Hegod wi® e fnbosirg covsal * Norw of D CoRSuTEar Srasermes
7 Wiy fepoel e lakaen) Bom e TAR, bl Sre comrsfen wemy P ol COACILISRSAE,
whacth ww sutyact i change ortl Sl govamines! acorons e scmptance marly nert
s i wtatmmiet gied bov il Penl. which was 0 et mase savanas of his
visrars Defore there wars o chanew for tha ensses 1 chalenpes ha paronad agenda.

fsswm: Can Watson be replaced now of the reguest of fe LT

SR Wi 5 LATY) P00 (PR 1000 pagen) sccepled by e ﬂr.:ﬁ

In e cane of M WoRIng Growp | repert on seieoe, (e Group met i pleeary In
Erarghal, China on Janusry 17-20, sppeoved T 5P, and accapted e reparl. The
LS cmlncation (Vicre W] was vt 1o fine o objersians % B 1ee Ard corten
o o g, T vided acoourtability i e Rush AmineTaton. T meeting sohaly
ran undl 100 am. on Januery 21 which was sy Jemcary 20, 12:00 noen i tha U S
The U5, wisk ieoressnted by Cinten/Tone namy.ovn wth aggrethe sgandsi.

1. Stxtn Deparmant: Aslf Bodtie. Depuly Direclor, Sinkal Charge Cice, Ceewrs snd

lﬂﬂrﬁw-ﬂ“bmmm‘“m
Letotha

QWWMHMHTMWMWM
Dwmcior, Environmisnd,

LvAmes blooks UG Glebal Fessarch Progres Michesl MacGreciemn,
- Crange

]
age fgld
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Global Climate Science-issues for 2001

Bierbaum and MacCracken were both actively invoived in the production of the US
National Assessment that has been reundly orilictred for i political and scientfs bias.
muﬁ-mmdwhlmmbwhmm.
Several controlled lesis were used bo pet maximum modia alienticn since
Cangressional oversight forced a delay in the release of the report

lssue: Have Bierbaum and MacCracken been removed from their positions
of influence?

lsswe: What was e LLS. position on the WG1 Report? Did It raflact the
cominents receved?

Whie the SPM was wriden to hghlight the “human Sngerprnt”, & eso states that
“Further resaarch Is required to bnprove the ability to detect. stibute and undarstand
climate charge. to reduce uncertainies. and I project future cimate changes.”

Accarding to an AP story, Watsan, in eommantiag on the report, which was

telgased by the Group, Lt which has not yet been sccepied by the ful IPCC, said:
“Tha United States is way off meeting s targets.” said Watson. “A
country like China has done mors. in my opirion, than a counery like the
Untied States o move forwand In ecanomic development while remanning
smdrcnmentally sonsifive.”

China, of course, has no commitments urder the Kyoto Profocal and s
greenhouse gas emissions are growing and will s00n sroed Mose of the LS.

2. Working Group Il is schaduled to mest on the “Impacts of Climate
Changa" in pianary in Gendva, Swittetiand, rom February 12-16. Reporady the
LS. has submiied commerss on ihe draft report by Jenuary B, which was the deadiine.
Those comments have not been made public.

Isaye: Who has reviewed thase comments ?

Issue; What is the U.S. position on the report?

[asun: Who will raprasent the LS. st this mesting?

Pageerd
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Global Climate Science-Issues for 2001

: Sroup [l i soresuics = Hhngaton of Camans Charge®
Mrhmmm Hm:. wm_.nq
Fuad e reprrt TP ane due in be oy darmey I0

fraps: Wha Al revieid tode commentsT
laapy: What is the U5, poaition om the repedt?
(e, Wi will repmcand e LS 7 Woalis ULS. positian?

4 Om April 48, 3001, T 1 POC I 9ch0cuind ko mee! In plerary n Hairsbi,
Wenyu, i et by consemus e mtulls of ha Free Warkng Geoupe

;W O UL, reviadt e ! comvnents of the
EE Wirking Grous

e Wess wll reprmsant the 105 s whaet will be the LL5, poaition
wwumﬂhunmm

5. The lewt alemant of T TAR is the Synthesis Repert (SR Bt b oil

drafiad under Roberl Watsan's comirel, A cref of me SR, nchadng m SFAL
31 o et et e RN LS DT B GOVITIT i and ComTant Y 3
el of May 23 A tetord drft i scheduies 8 ba given by Cevmmenansy. enly for
hwir review mnz cormmand on July § wih 8 deading of Augual 1. The PCC phimary
il e b Litrdon froen Begtenbar 24-10 to adoptiagprene the Ryminadis Reper

Iy comsamsun.
fmnwe: Can thin rapor be dednres o ki 45 dayg?
Tharsale D andoe TAR wil be seimnsssn trma for polosl use ot C0R.T),

COP-5, Pkl in The i Nervermbes, wecie wethout Anisning B3 woer on
rplerwntaton of the Kyola and i = Thail & wriwkd rroeel
0N I 2007, td with N0 dile estsinbed. The 58! prd A mre oheduies
mat in Borr, Sezmaey, foen Wiy T1-June 1. 50ma Parbis wart COP-E & mcorvvese
during thatSme COP-T b acheduled ko mesl Oclober 29-Novembar § In
Marrakikch, Morcood, toguther with the subsidiury badiss,
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Global Climate Science-Issues for 2001

a. Appoint Or, John Christy, Unwversity of.
mnammhnmﬁnmmmmmm
This replaces Bierbaum and MacCracken.

b wmwmmmmm‘mnnaw»
conduct an meview of the 1 Working Group reports( |, Il and
muuwnlﬁm uw 1) Phone: §17.253.2432

& Dutail Or. Jos Friday, National R Counci-Boars on A sharic Sci
NWNHMMIQMMM hat the
Clindon Admn kried 1o Bury), 10 work with ChristyfLindzen. Phone: 202.334,3512

d, Detall someone from the State Dept te work Under the dimcsion of ChristyUindzen for
the "consensus negotiations”. This replaces Molke.

2. Reques: that the Apri £-6 &l IPCC meeting be deferred at least 30 dayys until & re-
assessment of US input can be made.

3 Request that all action refated 1o the Thind Assessment Repert is deformed until the
IPCC process is complete (3045 days). This must indluda the Watson rolease of the
draft Syntheais

4, Explore the possibiity of asking Speaker Hastert to make Dr. Harlan Watson, Hse
Science Commimes, avaliable to wark with the taam. Or. Watson has been
the S y of State for Oceans pasifion

Purdned 1651
Pagedala
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Sample mark up of Draft Ststepic Plan for the Climate Change Science Program, p. 20,
by Fhilip Cosoney, Chiefl of Saff, White House Council of Environmental Cualing, October 2002,
(prevnded by Rick Pilez, Chimare Science Warch)

B B

L AL REENEE Y YN g

DRAFT PO OFFIGIAL USE OMLY

mim#—h_ﬂ---mﬂﬁﬂhm
Inbtden. This avisss m ! Bovumas of Ot lmied dats sveable for mokel devalopmest,
ol s vabdaten, snd & limetad madervasdng of de prooesse w wark. Az
mhamopd vlusration vrsem aod e s o rriating asd funire o e s abul!
iempreve the repreemtstion of thow drem in clinate model, whiich b necesary o sEEly
ey oz el champrs sod srsces e pobeotinl o teae changes o be sbrept.

%
‘ i
El [ﬁi
P

of diarrd Tl et chanes i G Arcic se 8 sgsal o 8o
mt'ﬂﬂ_“
RESFARCH NEEDS
o [atermanation of Badis-eids Asmle s loe thi weulu by m ey comgaod wosd fixl

;nﬂﬁhmumu—np——hh
* lﬁlﬁ--ﬁhﬂ-ﬂh“hm‘imrﬂiﬂ_ﬂ“
L] “h L i 0f tha Trin fabud

i—-_ihlhlmutﬂ-l-—li%m

. n—ih wsass balancs of daa Chrecalazd e sherct, 12 rarisbibiy, =l ot
-ﬁ-ﬁ--—-hﬂm
. full thirw panenss i wiTicieni desl for fve

ek K reditlia Frgtal U NS

FEIMAMCTE AND FAYOFFS
& Eoduond macttlngy |8 cofimites of te futers mate of e Armie Ocess, in impen o
[phtal el waat i tarvigability fof mealegic bad commereial parposs.

D Dmte: Cicnobiar 31, X002 =)
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Email from Mryon Ebell, Competitive Enterprise Institute, to Phil Cooney
(obtained by ExxonSecrets.org through FOIA request)

Myron Ebell <mebell@cei.org>
06/03/2002 05:08:05 PM

Record Type: Record

To: Phil Cooney/CEQIEOP@EOP
o

Subject:  Phil, thanks for calling and

Dear Phi,

Thanks for calling and asking for our help. | know you're in crisis mode, but from ourend it is a
most welcome change from the Administration’s SOP, which is to lell conservatives to stop bothering
them and to shut up. So it's nice to know we're needed once in a while. | want to help you cool things
down, but after consulting with the team, | think that what we can ¢o s limited until there is an official
stalement from the Administration repudiating the report to the UNFCCC and disavowing large parts of it

As | sald, we made the decision this moming to do as much as we could to deflect criticism by
blaming EPA for freelancing. It seems to me that the folks at EPA are the obvious fall guys, and we would
only hope that the fall guy (or gal) should be as high up as possidle. | have done several interviews and
have stressed that the president needs to get everyone rowing in the same direction, Perhaps lomorrow
we will call for Whitman to be fired. | know that that doesn’t sound like much help, bul it seems 1o me that
mmethhmmhmmawmuwMMh

hmmmhkmmmmu s best by this rubbish.
The refe to the N: I hm:epm“mwmmMNmm
dropped our lawsuit last September 6th afler i that the I

&GWWIMMWMWMNU S. government.” The previous
communication from the U. SmbhmFWWIMMmdhlmmﬁ
A 1 Report that also implied a disavowal of the National
Assessment. uummhmmmuumnmm»ummkm
So I'm willing and ready to help, but it won't ba possible to do much without some sort of
backirecking from the Administration. Unless that occurs, then you have handed an awful lot of
ammunition fo Jim Jeffords, and the only way we will be able to fight him and all his allies In the Congress
is to get much more strident and noisy. Even if the Administration does move quickly 1o get back on the
right side of the issue, it may be too late to save our side in the Senate from being squashed. If it were
mmemmmMHMmemmMMmhmmm
to create one disaster after another and then to
mﬂlﬂuhud&nwhm Immm-wmummdmupmm

Myron,
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About the Union of Concerned Scientists

The Union of Concerned Scientists {UCS) is the leading science-based nonprofit working for a
healthy environment and a safer world. UCS combines independent scientific research and citizen
action to develop innovative, practical solutions and secure responsible changes in government
policy, corporate practices, and consumer choices. UCS was founded in 1969 by facuity members
and students at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology who were concerned about the misuse
of science and technology in society. From that beginning, UCS has become a powerful voice for
change.

The UCS Scientific Integrity Program recognizes that the United States has an impressive history of
investing in scientific research and respecting the independence of scientists. As a result, Americans
have enjoyed sustained progress in economic and public health, as well as unequaled leadership
within the global scientific community. An unprecedented level of political interference, however,
threatens the integrity of government science. Because policy makers depend on impartial research
to make informed decisions, UCS is mobilizing scientists and citizens alike to push for reforms that
will protect our health, safety, and environment.

About the Government Accountability Project

The Government Accountability Project (GAP) is the nation’s leading whistieblower protection
organization. GAP was founded in 1577, in the wake of the Pentagon Papers scandal, as a project of
the Institute for Policy Studies. It has been a lifeboat for more than 3,000 citizen activists providing
arange of services including legal information, referrals, counseling, advocacy, litigation, legislative
affairs, and media advice. GAP has also been a driving force in many legislative advances in whistle-
blower protection, including the Sarbanes-Oxley Act of 2002 and the Whistleblower Protection

Act of 1989.

GAP has developed in-house expertise in several areas such as promoting corporate accounta-
bility, strengthening the rights and protections of whistleblowers, ensuring safe and cost-effective
cleanup at nuclear weapons facilities, increasing food and drug safety, enforcing environmental
protection laws, seeking better protection for whistleblowers internationally, and curtailing national
security abuses. To assist whistleblowers, GAP attorneys and organizers seek to galvanize a public
response to the issue, and take whistleblowers’ evidence of wrongdoing to appropriate government
agencies, congressional committees, and others on Capitol Hill to investigate, expose, and rectify
the problems they have identified.
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Executive Summary

ederal climate science research is at

the forefront of assessing fundamental

causes of global warming and the future

dangers it could pose to our nation and
the world. Such research is of tremendous value
to many Americans planning for these risks,
including coastal communities designing infra-
structure for protecting against storm surges;
civil authorities planning for heat waves; power
companies preparing for higher peak energy
demands; forest managers planning wildfire
management programs; ski resort owners in-
vesting in snow-making equipment; and policy
makers evaluating energy legislation. Therefore,
itis crucial that the best available science on
climate change be disseminated to the public,
through government websites, reports, and press
releases. In recent years, however, this science
has been increasingly tailored to reflect political
goals rather than scientific fact.

Out of concern that inappropriate political inter-
ference and media favoritism are compromising
federal climate science, the Union of

Concerned Scientists (UCS)
and the Government

Accountability Project (GAP) undertook in-
dependent investigations of federal climate
science. UCS mailed a questionnaire to more
than 1,600 climate scientists at seven federal
agencies to gauge the extent to which politics
was playing a role in scientists' research. Surveys
were also sent to scientists at the independent
(non-federal) National Center for Atmospheric
Research (NCAR) to serve as a comparison with
the experience of federal scientists. About

19 percent of all scientists responded (279

from federal agencies and 29 from NCAR), At
the same time, GAP conducted 40 in-depth
interviews with federal climate scientists and
other officials and analyzed thousands of pages
of government documents, obtained through
the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) and
inside sources, regarding agency media poli-
cies and congressional communications.

These two complementary investigations
arrived at similar conclusions regarding the
state of federal climate research and the need
for strong policies to protect the
integrity of science and
the free flow of scien-
tific information.
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Political Interference with Climate Science
The federal government needs accurate scien-
tific information to craft effective policies.
Political interference with the work of federal
scientists threatens the quality and integrity of
these policies. As such, no scientist should ever
encounter any of the various types of political
interference described in our survey questions.
Yet unacceptably large numbers of federal
climate scientists personally experienced in-
stances of interference over the past five years:

«  Nearly half of all respondents (46 percent of
all respondents to the question) perceived or
personally experienced pressure to eliminate
the words “climate change,” “global warming,”
or other similar terms from a variety of
communications.

Two in five (43 percent) perceived or per-
sonally experienced changes or edits during
review that changed the meaning of scien-
tific findings.

“I believe the line has been crossed
between science informing public
policy and policy manipulating

the science (and trying to influence
its outcome). I have personally
experienced this manipulation in
the area of communicating the
science many times.”

— A SCIENTIST AT THE EPA

«  More than one-third (37 percent) perceived
or personally experienced statements by
officials at their agencies that misrepresented
scientists' findings.

« Nearly two in five (38 percent) perceived or
personally experienced the disappearance or
unusual delay of websites, reports, or other
science-based materials relating to climate,

+ Nearly half (46 percent) perceived or per-
sonally experienced new or unusual adminis-
trative requirements that impair climate-
related work.

One-quarter (25 percent) perceived or
personally experienced situations in which
scientists have actively objected to, resigned
from, or removed themselves from a project
because of pressure to change scientific
findings.

Asked to quantify the number of incidents
of interference of all types, 150 scientists
(58 percent) said they had personally expe-
rienced one or more such incidents within
the past five years, for a total of at least
435 incidents of political interference.

The more frequently a climate scientist's work
touches on sensitive or controversial issues, the
more interference he or she reported. Mare
than three-quarters (78 percent) of those sur-
vey respondents who self-reported that their
research “always” or “frequently” touches on
issues that could be considered sensitive or
controversial also reported they had personally
experienced at least one incident of inappro-
priate interference, More than one-quarter

(27 percent) of this same group had experienced
six or more such incidents in the past five years.

In contrast to this evidence of widespread inter-
ference in climate science at federal agencies,
scientists at the independent National Center
for Atmospheric Research (NCAR), who are not
federal employees, reported far fewer instances
of interference. Only 22 percent of all NCAR
respondents had personally experienced such
incidents over the past five years.

Barriers to Communication

Federal scientists have a constitutional right to
speak about their scientific research, and the
American public has a right to be informed of
the findings of taxpayer-supported research.
Restrictions on scientists who report findings
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contrary to an administration's preferred
policies undermine these basic rights. These
practices also contribute to a general misunder-
standing of the findings of climate science and
degrade our government's ability to make
effective policies on topics ranging from public
health to agriculture to disaster preparation.

The investigation uncovered numerous exam-
ples of public affairs officers at federal agencies
taking a highly active role in regulating commu-
nications between agency scientists and the
media—in effect serving as gatekeepers for
scientific information.

Among the examples taken from interviews
and FOIA documents:

One agency scientist, whose research
illustrates a possible connection between
hurricanes and global warming, was repeat-
edly barred from speaking to the media.
Press inquiries on the subject were routed to
another scientist whose views more closely
matched official administration policy.

Government scientists routinely encounter
difficulty in obtaining approval for official
press releases that highlight research into the
causes and consequences of global warming.

Scientists report that public affairs officers
are sometimes present at or listen in on inter-
views between certain scientists and the
media.

+ Both scientists and Journalists report that
restrictive media policies and practices have
had the effect of slowing down the process
by which interview requests are approved.
As a result, the number of contacts b

“Policy should be based on

sound science; results of science
should not be diluted or... adjusted
to justify policy. This particular
Administration has gone beyond
reasonable boundaries, on this
issue. To be in denial on climate
change is a crime against

the Nation.”

— A SCIENTIST AT THE USDA

openness policy that affirms the right of open
scientific communication. Perhaps as a result, 61
percent of MASA survey respondents said recent
policies affirming scientific openness at their
agency have improved the environment for
climate research, While imperfect, the new
NASA media policy stands as a model for the
type of action other federal agencies should
take In reforming their media policies.

The investigation also highlighted problems
with the process by which scientific findings
are communicated to policy makers in Congress.
One le, taken from i
provided to GAP by agency staff, shows edits
to official questions for the record by political
appointees, which change the meaning of
the scientific findings being presented.

Inadequate Funding

When adjusted for inflation, funding for federal
climate science research has declined since the
mid-1990s, A majority of survey respondents

government scientists and the news media
has been greatly reduced.

Highly publicized incidents of interference have
led at least one agency to implement reforms;
in February 2006, NASA adopted a scientific

di dthattheg has done a good
Job funding climate science, and a large number
of scientists warned that inadequate levels of
funding are harming the capacity of researchers
to make progress in understanding the causes
and effects of climate change. Budget cuts that
have forced the cancellation of crucial Earth
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“Scientists should be free to
enmmunicnle with Lhe media,
rather than having media contacts
filtered by ‘Public Affairs’ oificers,
This should he an afficial policy,
not a ‘wink and nod’ policy.”

— A SCIENTIST AT NOAAR

observation wlelite programs were of pani-
cular concem 1o respondents

Paor Maorale

Muozale among federal climase sciemises is gen-
wrally poar, The LICS sistvey resuity 5005t 8
ool ation Latwaren the deleriuration in monlhe
and the puliticieed envimnmens surrounding
fediernl elimate selence in the present admini.
tratian, Ore primary dangar of kow moevale and
decreased funding is that federal agencies may
have mare difficulry anmering and keeping
This beat schentisti

A large namiber of respandenes reparned
decreasing job satislsetion and o workening
enviranmant for chmate science in federal
agendiew

+ Twa-thinds of réspondents sakd that todey's
i Tar federal go it cEmmare
research Iy warse sompaned with S years sgo
(67 percenth and 10 years a9 164 pecent],
Aanang wientists at NAZA, these numbers
were higher {75 peecant and 77 parcent,
repactivelyl.

« 45 percent sald that thelr persanal jak
salsdaction has decreased over the past Tew
pears, At NAGZA, three in e 161 percentd)
reporied decresed job saisfacrion

= 36 percent of respandents from NASA, and
22 porcent of all respondents, repannd thar
marnle in their cffice was “poor” of “extremaly
PoorT Arang NCAR responduenms, only seven
percent reporeed such by levels of mosale.

Hecommandations

Thits report has brought 1o light numenes ways
I wkileh LS, federad climane science hat been
fittered, suppeesiad, and manimaated in the last
five years. Unill bk political interference erds,
thee Uinited States will nat be atile to fully pro-
tect Arvveticand and the workd from the dengers.
ol a warming planer. Crearing systems i ensure
lang-term independent and sioessible schence
will ipguine ve erengiis of the entine federal
government.

UCS and QAR recom rend e following eelarms
and actians:

= The federal govemmant must ieRpct the
canzirutional right of scientists 1o speak
abaut ary sbject, including policy-related
matters and thode outside their area of ax-
ertise, 0 Bang g e schentists make it diear
that they da sa in thelr privane capaciny, and
such eommunications do not take from
Egarecy tien and resources. Stientists should
aho e made aware of these rights and
enuine they bne enencised ot their sgencier,

= Uiimate decigons abaw the comenusies-
tian of federsld scientific information should
o walth scienitists thermsebes, While non-
scheniisis may be helpful wieh vanious sspeets
ail writing and communication, scientiit
mist hres 3 "right of Last review™ an agency
sernmunicatiors relsted to thelr sclennfe
resparch 1o ensune scientific socuracy had
Baan maintangd
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Pre-approval and mondioning of media
irvterviews with federal schantists by pubic
aflairs edhcials should be eliminated, Sclen-
s should nat be Jubiect 1o restriclions on
mesdia contacts beyond a policy of inform.
iy public affainy offoali in sdvance ol an
interview and summarizing the Interactian
for tham aferwarnd,

Frederal agencies should clearly support the
Frew exchange of scientific information in all
wenues. Thiry should irvestigate and cormect
NALDAoRNate poldied pradtices and ncidens
that threaten scientific imegrivy, deserming
iy nd why probdems have ccurred and
ke (he necessary reforms v prevent
furher incidenti.

Congress should immediately auen piessue
an the Executive branch to comply wih iy
stautary duty under federal law and under-
Take pericddic scientific auiesuments of cimate
eharae than sddiass the consequences Ior
the United 32akes. {The last naglonal assess-
maent was conducted in 2000

= Funding decisans reqgarding climaje change
ograms should be guided by sciemific
eFinEria, and miudt ik into socount K
imgrariance af long-tenm, continus] climane
ohisrvation programs and models,

Tha reality of global warming, including

e rde Of heal-lrapping gases from human
acthvities in driving climate change, has been
repeatedly alfiomed by scientilic expers. Every
day that the govermamsene Zhoases 10 ignane
climabe sciercs |4 @ day It fails 10 ot lutare
generations fram the consequences af globasl
TN, DUr Qos et maist Camimsit te
ensuring basic scientific freedoms and suppan
SeRenEists in their endeavors to bing scentific
tesults ta the policy arena, scientific fora, and
#wide prewy of other sudienced. Addressing
climate change b a matter of national
preparad e,
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CHAPTER 1
Introduction

limate schansiets in the LS. govem-
ievent are leading esperis on global
limate change. They ane pranisted
vo albered, analyne, and model our
changing planet and cormey b lindinga o
ety sciemlings, policy makery and the public.
Federal scienthis have reported, heraever,
thar chair findingy ane Being tailosed to rellect
Peolrticsl goals rathir than sokentifg lact, A-
theaugh Thve reafity of global warming has been
repeatedly affirned by schemifie sxpens, sur
prermimanT has Been obstwning the state of
i Mnarwledie by exaggerating The hevel of
wniariainty in ghobal warming science,

Iri receeT year, Thes have Besn & nimbar
of high-profile instandes in which political ap-

pointeat in 1he bederal government have manl-

pulated or suppressed seientific Bndings or
cenuored governmment eseaeh srisnise. in
2006, the Uinien of Concemed Scientists (UCS)
andd The Govesmimant Acoouriabdity Project
[GAF] Fdependently unlertook vestigat-
i of federal dimate stience in arder ta

imeestigate whether sach interference was
widrspread or relatiely selased. S mailed
& GuUEsEanAREE 1o mone than 1 E00 cimate
FoaniEs 81 feven lederal sgencies and he
independent inon-federall Mational Cemier for
Aimnspheric Rewsanch. GAP ranuctes 40 in-
dapith e rviewd with federal climabe scientits
End grovremanl afficials, aned snalysed thou
sands ol pages ol gevernment documents
obtained theeagh the Freedam of information
Ay (FOIA) and indicle soures.

Theie tand cormnplementary investigations
concluded 1has the high-peofile incldens of
palnical interferance are part of & larger pattem
of attacis on sciantific irlegiity by the Buih
sdminkstration. Both investigations sia arved
at simillar comelusians regarding gavermment
polticization of federal climabe cetpaich, sl
feqind & need for strong policers b0 peotedt the
integrity of schence and (e free Now of scien-
ke information, This report covers che fins
Ingrs aif benty the GAP and LICS imvestigations
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CHAPTER 2

Background on Federal Climate Research

ederal government research into

climate change is a large yet decentrai-

ized enterprise. Government climate

scientists are scattered across several
federal departments, programs, and indepen-
dent agencies. These scientists’development
of high-tech, satellite-based Earth observation
instruments and sophisticated computer models
over the past few decades has contributed to
the transformation of the global warming
hypothesis into a testable scientific theory.
These advances are the result of a significant
investment of scientific work and American
taxpayer dollars. This section outlines the his-
tory, organizational structure, and funding of
federal climate research.

History

Scientific research into the nature of global
climate change has fong been recognized by
Congress as a national priority. The U.S. Global
Change Research Program (USGCRP) was created
as a presidential initiative in 1989 and subse-
quently codifted by Cangress in the Global
Change Research Act of 1990 (GCRA). The
USGCRP provided funding to several govern-
ment agencies to undertake scientific research
into climate change.

The GCRA mandated that the USGCRP and

its affiliated agencies prepare periodic scientific
assessments of climate change and its likely
effects and submit them to Congress, produc-
ing “information readily usable by policymakers
attempting to formulate effective strategies

for preventing, mitigating, and adapting to the
effects of global change” {GCRIO 2006). The first
of these reports, the National Assessment of the
Potential Consequences of Climate Variability
and Change, was published in November 2000,

In 2001, President George W. Bush established
the U.S. Climate Change Research Initiative (CCRI),
with the goal of refocusing USGCRP resources
to study “areas of uncertainty [about global cli-
mate change science]” and identifying “priority
areas where investments can make a difference’
(CCSP 2003). In 2002, the U.5. Climate Change
Science Program (CCSP) was formed as a
successor to both the USGCRP and the CCRI,
thereby becoming responsible for compliance
with the requirements of the GCRA. The CCSP
is currently led by Acting Director William
Brennan, who is also deputy assistant secre-
tary for international affairs at the National
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration.

The CCSP has announced no pfans to spon-

sor research for a second national assessment
report, and has instead decided to produce

21 separate “synthesis and assessment” products
in order to meet the scientific reporting require-
ments of the GCRA. The first of these products,
Temperature Trends in the Lower Atmosphere:
Steps for Understanding and Reconciling Differ-
ences, was published in April 2006. The CCSP is
also responsible for providing an annual report
to Congress, Our Changing Planet, detailing the
status of climate science research and funding.
The National Academy of Sciences has con-
vened a committee to provide advice to the
CCSP regarding evaluation of its current goals
and strategic planning for future priorities.

Organization

We estimate that more than 2,000 govern-
ment scientists spend at least part of their time
researching climate-related issues. The agencies
where most of the scientists are employed are:
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+  Mational Ooeanic & Atmesphenic naeitute of Standands and Technoiogy (NIST],
Ardminlstration (NOWA) i Maticnal Intitutes of Heatth (HIHY the LS.

«  Maticnal Aerenautics aml Space Agency for Inmemanional Develapma [USAID),
Administracion (NASA] the Senithacnian Institution, and the Depart-

+ LS Deparsment of Energy (DOE} el of Trampartation, The CC5P sho cooedi-

« W5, Departierend of Agriculiure [UE0A] nates thewe progeams, bar they are pirhar

+ U8, Grological Survey (LISGS) smaller research efforts, or are not primarily

U5, Ervironmental Protection Agency [EFA) focuied an bk cimabe science,
= L5, Degasimeng of Defende [DOCT

‘Within each faderal spency, climate releanch
The COSP s resporsible for cosedingting climste  may take place in a number of ghcrete depart-
Science retarch ot all of thede entihes eadegl menis and Librowataries —sometimes dosens of
the DOD, which does not have dimate change lacatioms within a dmnle agancy [see Fgure 1)
as.a dedicated respanch pragram by does fund
same climate scknce research. Cimabierelated  Fechiral lunding alu suppons hundreds of
pregrams i lake place at 1he Mational climaie schenths ar acadesnic censers arpund

FIGAME 1 Drganization of Fedensl Climats Resaarch
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the couniry. Gne of the Biggey non-govern-
mental clmate revearch centers bs the Kariasal
Cenier for Abmospheric Research [REARL an
crganization of aimospheric and geoscience
retearchens who are funded by the National
Scierne Founclation (NEF) b are not geverm
) empleyers.

Wik It b SRl b bilelly summnarize the wark
of larges Pedaral s, below are eramples of
Thae typa of Clirmate reiearch veeenal agencies
wnderiake,

= Mesanrch ot NOWA Ioouses on Cavdog-
Ing a"pediciive underitanding of e
ghalial climate frstem” by abserving cimate
WAARELY and modeling Dosank a0 Sl
ipheie B havicd HOAL B30 g B0 peo=
vide clemate-related information “rifficient
Pt Friaking Infeemad and reanoned decio™
8 & wdehe range af policy maken (LIGOHP
2H06a)

MALA reseaeries gasher data from ipace-
Baten Farr sliseration tatedied grd upe
the pesiins 1o help dirvelap vomas af the
wnrie's msan saphiziested Flimse madel
NASA researriers alss use these data 1o
seudy 3 wide range of wubjsces relaed s
giobal climate change, from cloues ra wlar
iradiance to poerial eifeces of glebal
warming USGCRP 200dk],

Tha DOE. theough i Ofice of Sdence and
bl Labsraturien conduct, ressanh inso
tha "elTecti of ereryy produciion and uve on
tha ol climals sysbern., primarily through
studies of Chmate retponse The DOE latn
conduct bask #vd spwled dimate revearch,
empisiining et sy and Caikon Legus
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FIGUIRE 2: Climate Changs Sclence Frogram Funding, by Agency
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CHAPTER 3

Documented Incidents of Political Interference

he primary context and motivation for

both the UCS and GAP investigations

presented in this report were numerous

widely reported instances of political
interference with federal climate science in the
last six years, These instances include the editing
of government climate reports by high-level
administration officials to amplify uncertainty
in the scientific conclusions; delay and/or dis-
appearance of government reports on climate
change; denial of media access to prominent
climate scientists; changes to agency mission
statements to de-emphasize climate research;
and congressional hearings seeking to discredit
scientific findings on climate change. This sec-
tion summarizes several of these incidents.

« In 2000, the USGCRP published the Naticnal
Assessment of the Potential Consequences of
Climate Variability and Change, a research re-
port that clearly affirmed the reality of global
warming. In subsequent years, however, ref-
erences to the National Assessment were
missing from government discussions of
climate change including, most important-
ly, the CCSP’s 2003 Strategic Plan. Former
CCSP Senior Associate Rick Piltz resigned his
position in June 2005, after 10 years of gov-
ernment service, in part to protest such
obfuscation.

In his resignation letter, Piltz wrote: “l have
not seen a situation like the one that has
developed under this administration during
the past four years, in which politicization by
the White House has fed back directly into
the science program in such a way as to
undermine the credibility and integrity of the
program in its relationship to the research
community, to program managers, to
policymakers, and to the public interest”
{Piltz 2005).

- Documents provided by Piltz and GAP to the
New York Times indicated that Philip Cooney,
the chief of staff for the White House Council
on Environmental Quality (CEQ)} and a former
lobbyist for the American Petroleum insti-
tute, edited government reports on climate
change in ways that inflated uncertainty and
cast doubt on scientific findings (Revkin 2005a).
Two days after the documents were revealed,
Cooney resigned his government position; it
was later announced that he had accepted
a job with ExxonMobil (Revkin 2005b).

The 2002 U.S. Climate Action Report, prepared
by the EPA as a requirement of the United
Nations Framework Convention on Climate
Change, was unusual for a governmental
climate report from the Bush administration
in that it explicitly called human activity the
cause of climate change and described speci-
fic problems that global warming would bring
10 the United States (Revkin 2002). The report,
which recommended adapting to inevitable
problems rather than attempting to lower
emissions, was approved by all relevant agen-
cies, After it was sent to the United Nations,
however, no press release or announcement
was made by the administration. When asked
about the report by reporters, President Bush
dismissed it as “a report put out by the
bureaucracy” {Seelye 2002).

In September 2002, the administration
removed a section on climate change from
the EPA’s annual air pollution report (EPA
2002), even though the topic had been
discussed in the report in each of the pre-
ceding five years.

In June 2003, the New York Times reported
that the White House tried to substantially
alter the section on climate change in the
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EPA’s draft Report on the Environment
(Revkin and Seelye 2003). The draft report,
referencing numerous scientific studies,
stated that human activity is contributing
significantly to climate change. Administra-
tion officials demanded that the EPA remove
reference to a temperature record covering
1,000 years; statements that human activity
is contributing significantly to climate change;
and a summary statement that “climate change
has global consequences for human health
and the environment”

According to an internal EPA memo, White
House officials demanded so many qualify-
ing words, such as “potentially”and "may,’
that the result would have been to insert
“uncertainty ... where there is essentially
none.’Former NOAA official Jerry Mahiman,
who served as a reviewer for the EPA report,
noted in an interview, “it was obvious that
senior EPA officials felt compelled to water
down the conclusions” (Mahlman 2006). In
the end, the entire section on climate change
was deleted from the version of the report
released for public comment. According to
internal EPA documents and interviews with
EPA researchers, agency staff chose this path
rather than compromising credibility by
misrepresenting the scientific consensus.

The USDA’s Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS) was denied a September 2003
request to reprint a popular informational
brochure about carbon sequestration in the
soil and what farmers could do to reduce
emissions of heat-trapping gases. According
to one anonymous government official, the
brochure was widely viewed as one of the
agency's most successful efforts in the climate
change field. The NRCS had already distrib-
uted some 325,000 of the brochures and
sought a modest update, as well as a
proposed Spanish edition.

Yet even this relatively routine proposal was
passed to the White House CEQ for review;
as a result of the CEQ's objections about the
brochure, the NRCS dropped its proposal
for a reprint {(Hohenstein 2004)."It is not just
a case of micromanagement, but really of
censorship of government information,”
according to the official. “In nearly 15 years
of government service, | can't remember
ever needing clearance from the White
House for such a thing” (Anonymous USDA
official 2004).

In January 2006, Dr. James Hansen reported
to the New York Times that NASA officials had
attempted to prevent him from speaking
about the science behind global warming
{Revkin 2006a). At a December lecture,
Hansen, the long-time director of NASA's
Goddard institute for Space Studies, had
called for drastic reductions in heat-trapping
gases linked to climate change. Following his
lecture, politically appointed public affairs
officials began reviewing and filtering his
public statements and press interviews. One
appointee resigned after extensive media
criticism of his conduct in attempting to
silence Dr. Hansen. Said Hansen, “In my
thirty-some years of experience in govern-
ment, I've never seen control to the degree
that it's occurring now. | think that it's very
harmful to the way that a democracy works.
We need to inform the public if they are

to make the right decisions and influence
policy makers” (Hansen 2006).

In February 2006, Senator Barbara Mikulski
(D-MD), citing “allegations that scientists

at NASA and NOAA are routinely prevented
from reporting their findings on climate
change," asked the Government Accounta-
bility Office to“undertake a review of the
policies and practices of our federal science
agencies to ensure openness in communica-
tion of federally supported science resuits”
(Mikulski 2006).
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hurricane activity to a natural muiti-decadal
cycle (NOAA 2005), while not mentioning
other research by NOAA scientists linking in-
creased hurricane intensity to climate change.
As reported in the journal Nature in Septem-
ber 2006, NOAA declined to publish a fact
sheet on Atlantic hurricanes that highlighted
the global warming connection (Giles 2006),
The Nature article quoted NOAA Administra-
tor Conrad Lautenbacher as saying the infor-
mation “could not be released because the
agency cannot take an official position on a
field of science that is changing so rapidly,”
although NOAA had in fact taken such a
position on this topic in its November 2005
magazine article,

While the examples described above involved
scientists who were U.S. government employ-
ees, there have also been notable incidents of
interference with climate scientists outside
the federal government.

« In June 2005, Representative Joe Barton
(R-TX), then chairman of the House Energy
and Commerce Committee, disputed clima-
tologist Michael Mann's methods in recon-
structing the historical temperature record
that appeared in the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change’s {IPCC) Third
Assessment Report. Barton relied on a study
published by Steve McIntyre (a mining exec-
utive) and Ross McKitrick (an environmental
economist) claiming to have discovered flaws
in the work of Mann and his colleagues. Barton
demanded that Mann and his colleagues
provide vast amounts of information to the
committee, including a list of all their studies
and funding sources, the location of data
archives, and information about their use
of data, their computer code, and their role
in the IPCC (Barton 2005).

In response, the National Academy of
Sciences, the American Assoclation for the
Advancement of Sclence, and several mem-
bers of Congress sent Barton letters express-

ing serious concern about the intimidation of
scientists. One such letter came from Repre-
sentative Sherwood Boehlert (R-NY), former
chairman of the House Science Committee,
Boehlert’s letter was unusually strong in tone
for a congressional communication; it stated,
“My primary concern about your investiga-
tion is that its purpose seems to be to inti-
midate scientists rather than to learn from
them, and to substitute Congressional poli-
tical review for scientific peer review. This
would be pernicious” {Boehlert 2005),

Senator James inhofe (R-OK}, who has called
mman-made global warming “a hoax,” invited
Drs. Willie Soon and Sallie Baliunas to testify
at a hearing about thelr study in the journal
Climate Research, which claimed that 20th-
century global warming is unremarkable com-
pared with other climate shifts, However, this
study had been heavily criticized by scien-
tists; its publisher, Dr. Otto Kinne, and an
editor {later editor-in-chief}, Dr. Hans von
Storch, later said that the original peer
reviewers “failed to detect methodological
flaws” and that after discovering these flaws
they thought the paper shouid not have
been published as written (Revkin 2003).

In a September 28, 2005, Senate Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee hearing
on global warming, Inhofe invited novelist
Michael Crichton to testify as an “expert
witness.” Crichton, whose fiction novel State
of Fear attempted to discredit global change
research, gave testimony that similarly sought
to undermine peer-reviewed climate science.

When UCS and GAP began these investigations,
it was unclear whether interference such as the
incidents described above was widespread or
relatively isolated. Unfortunately, the resuits of
our investigations (described in Chapters 5 and
6) demonstrate that these are notisolated
incidents but rather part of a larger problem
facing climate scientists to varying degrees
across the federal government.
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CHAPTER 4
Research Methods
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The mailing list for the federal scientist survey
was compiled by gathering information from a
variety of sources, as no centralized directory of
federal climate scientists exists. UCS first started
with alist of federal agencies involved in climate
science research, and then searched for staff
names through individual agency websites as
well as through other government and climate
science websites such as the GCRP (www.usgcrp.
gov) and IPCC (www.ipcc.ch). The list also in-
cluded lead authors and reviewers of climate
reports and papers, as well as panel participants
at scientific conferences. Several experts in the
climate science field assisted us with compiling
the mailing list.

We were successful in finding email addresses
for nearly all of the scientists on our mailing list.
To boost the survey response rate, reminder
emails were sent two to three weeks after the
survey was sent. Since individuals’' names were
not listed on returned surveys, the reminder
was sent to all survey recipients,

Three hundred eight surveys were completed
and returned to UCS5 (279 from federal agen-
cies and 29 from NCAR), for a response rate of
19 percent. The response rate within individual
agencies was relatively consistent (see Figure 3
on p. 15), with NCAR having the highest response
rate (25 percent) and DOD having the lowest

{16 percent). Responses were tabulated by Office
Remedies, an independent data services com-
pany. One hundred thirty-two federal scientists
and 12 NCAR scientists chose to respond to the
open-ended essay question, “The integrity of
U.5. federal government climate science could
best beimproved by ..”

Unless otherwise stated, percentages and num-
bers stated in this report reflect only the responses
from the 279 federal agency scientists, A few
respondents did not answer every question on
the survey, while certain questions were de-
signed to allow more than one response to be
chosen. As a result, the number of responses to
each question varies slightly. Percentages stated

in this report are calculated based on the
number of scientists answering each question,
rather than the total number of returned sur-
veys or the total number of responses to each
question.

As Figure 4 shows, most survey respondents
had extensive training in their fields and many
years of experience working at their agencies.
More than half of respondents had more than
10 years of experience at their current agencies,
and 44 percent had more than 15 years of expe-
rience, Eighty percent had earned a Ph.D. and
40 percent had post-doctoral research
experience,

The full text of the surveys mailed to federal and
NCAR scientists, along with tabulated responses,
can be found located in Appendices A and 8.
The raw data for the additional analyses pre-
sented in this report, including responses to
selected questions broken out by respondents”
organization and correlated against other ques-
tion responses, are located in Appendix C,

GAP: Interviews with Climate Scientists
The GAP investigation into the integrity of fed-
eral climate science commenced in February
2006. The investigation was prompted by con-
cerns about political interference with federal
climate scientists, in particular the allegations
of Rick Piltz and James Hansen detailed in
Chapter 3. The GAP investigation focused on
the effects of restrictive agency media policies
and practices, especially those applied to con-
trol communication from particular scientists
on “sensitive” scientific issues. The investigation
also covered efforts to control the communica-
tion of scientific information to Congress, the
scientific community, and the public.

GAP conducted 40 interviews with climate
sclentists, communications officers, agency
officials, and journalists. These sources—both
named and confidential—represent inside
perspectives from NOAA, NASA, the CCSP,
the EPA, the USGS, and NCAR, as well as local,
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FIGURE 4: Survey Demographies
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national, and international media. Almost half
of these interviews were conducted in persan
during field visits to research or administrative
facilities in Boulder, CO (NCAR, NOAA Global
Monitoring Division); Princeton, NJ (NOAA's
Geophysical Fluid Dynamics Laboratory); New
York, NY (NASA's Goddard Institute for Space
Studies); and Silver Spring, MD (NOAA's Office
of Oceanic and Atmospheric Research), The
remaining interviews occurred by telephone
or email. More than a dozen agency and prog-
ram officials either turned down or did not
respond to requests for interviews.

In addition to scientist interviews, GAP reviewed
thousands of pages of documentation obtained
from Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) disclo-
sures and from internal agency sources. FOIA

requests were submitted in June 2006 to NASA,
NOAA, and the EPA asking for any and all com-
munications regarding or containing the words
“climate change,” “hurricanes,” or “global warm-
ing;"any documents or communications relati-
ng to agency media policies or guidelines; and,
in the case of NOAA, documents relating to offi-
clal agency resp to cong |

More than 2,000 pages of documents were
obtained from the FOIA disclosures, the vast
majority of which were received from NOAA,
The NASA request yielded only nine pages of
documents, and the EPA allegedly found no
relevant documents, despite the broad wording
of the request. GAP also reviewed mare than

60 published news articles and more than two
dozen congressional documents including re-
ports, testimony, and questions for the record.
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CHAPTER 5
UCS Survey Results

he UCS survey uncovered evidence for
potlitical interference in federal climate
science clustered in four broad
categories:
political interference with or misrepresen-
tation of scientific results;
excessive barriers to communication between
scientists and the public, including the news
media;
inadequate levels of funding; and
poor morale and job satisfaction among
federal climate scientists.

Political interference

Large numbers of federal climate scientists
reported that they had perceived in others or
personally experienced various types of inter-
ference, from the explicit to the subtle:

.

Nearly half of all respondents (46 percent)’
perceived or personally experienced pressure
to eliminate the words “climate change;,”
“global warming,” or other similar terms from
a variety of communications. Such pressure
was personaily experienced by 57 scientists
{21 percent of respondents to the question).

Two in five (43 percent) perceived or per-
sonally experienced changes or edits during
review that changed the meaning of scien-
tific findings. Such changes were personally
experienced by 41 scientists (15 percent of
respondents to the question).

More than one-third (37 percent) perceived
or personally experienced statements by offi-
cials at their agencies that misrepresented
scientists’ findings.

+ Nearly two in five (38 percent) perceived
or personally experienced disappearance or
unusual delay of websites, reports, or other
science-based materials relating to climate.

Nearly half (46 percent) perceived or per-
sonally experienced new or unusual admin~
istrative requiremnents that impair climate
related work,

One-quarter (25 percent) perceived or
personally experienced situations in which
scientists have actively objected to, resigned
from, or removed themselves from a project
because of pressure to change scientific
findings.

These results are summarized in Figure 5 on
p. 21; responses to other questions can be
found in Appendices A and 8,

In response to the survey essay question asking
about the best way to improve the integrity of
federat climate science, 73 scientists directly called
for ending political interference in the work

of climate scientists. A selection of these essay
responses can be found in the box on p. 20.

Survey respondents were also asked to quantify
the number of incidents of interference of alf
types, either perceived in others or personally
experienced, over the past five years. The avail-
able choices for the number of incidents were
0, 1-5,6~-10, 11--20, or more than 20. One hun-
dred eighty-eight scientists (73 percent of all
respondents to this question) said they had
perceived one or more such incidents within the
past five years, and 150 scientists (58 percent of

Percentages reflect the number of scientists who answered a particular question. Some survey respondents did not answer every question.
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THE VOICES OF FEDERAL CLIMATE SCIENTISTS
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FIGURE 5: Political Interference in Federal Climate Science
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Parcent of respondents reporting interference

all respondents to this question) said they

had personally experienced one or more such
incidents. Considering the low and high ranges
for each available response option, those 150
scientists reported personally experiencing a
collective total of at least 435 incidents of
political interference aver the past five years,
and possibly more than 1,000 incidents,

The rate at which political interference occurs
appears to be connected with the subject
matter of a scientist's research. Survey results
showed that the more frequently a climate
scientist’s work touches on issues that can be
considered sensitive or controversial, the mare
likely he or she was to report interference; this
trend can be clearly seen in Figure 6 on p. 23.
More than three-quarters (78 percent) of respon-
dents who self-reported that thelr research
“always” or “frequently” touches on issues that
could be considered sensitive or controversial
also reported they had personally experienced
at least one incident of inappropriate interfer-
ence. More than one-quarter (27 percent) of
this same group had experienced six or more

such incidents in the past five years. Scien-
tists whose research topics could “seldom”
be considered sensitive or controversial
reported notably less interference; while
60 percent of this group perceived one or
mare such incidents in others, only 30 per-
cent experienced them.

“U.S. Federal government climate
science does not lack integrity.
Science assessments, summaries,
policy papers sometimes do lack
integrity. The best way to improve
them would be to ensure they are
written by qualified scientists,
not by political hacks.”

— A SCIENTIST AT THE USGS
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FIGURE 6: Political Inter on Contr ial Issues
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This pattern of higher reported levels of inter-
ference from scientists working on controversial
topics is seen across each of the specific types
of interference. In five of the six categories of
interference listed in Figure 5 on p. 21, the rate
of political interference among scientists who
often work on sensitive or controversial issues
rises to more than 50 percent. For example,

46 percent of all respondents, but 59 percent
of scientists who always or frequently work on
sensitive or controversial issues, perceived or

i p the words
“climate change™global warming,” or ather
similar terms from a variety of communications.

wed 1o elimil

Rates of political interference are also found

to be higher among scientists who spend a
larger percentage of time on climate-related
work. Among respondents who spend more
than half their time working on climate science,
63 percent personally experienced at least one
incident of political interference in the past

five years. This number is smaller (47 percent)

among respondents whao spend 50 percent
ar less of their time working on climate science.

Amaong respondents from NCAR, reports of
incidents such as those described above were
much lower than at federal agencies, irrespec-

“Remove the current atmosphere

where scientists who report
findings truthfully may face

consequences if they contradict

administration policies.”
— A SCIENTIST AT NOAA

tive of the controversial nature of the scientists’
research. Only 22 percent of all NCAR respon-
dents had personally experienced at least ane
incident of interference.
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ORGANIZATIONAL REFORM

Although not specifically add) several scientists critiqued in
their essay responses the fact that federal climate science is spread out across several federal
agencles and is not the top priority of any single agency. No consensus solution exists among

i in the survey g

di fentists; some ad the

of a single federal agency dedicated to

climate change science, while others recommend

strengthening the existing Climate Change

Science Program that coordinates the climate work of many federal agencies. Below Is a

selection of essay responses on this topic.

“The main issue, as we often discuss, is that
climate is not the primary mission of any
agency, and is done piecemeal as resources
permit, by a large of US

— A scientist at NASA

“There is the problem that the U.S. has

no national framework for climate change
to guide

nate effarts.”

— A scientist at NASA

“Need full-time, Senate-confirmed Director
of CCSP/USGCRR
— A scientist at NASA

None of the seven federal agencies surveyed
was entirely free of incidents of political inter-
ference, and agencies with the largest numbers
of climate scientists reported some of the high-
est rates of interference. Considering the three
agencies with the highest number of climate
scientists in the survey, 63 percent of NOAA
respondents, 48 percent of DOE respondents,
and 60 percent of NASA respondents had per-
sonally experienced at least one incident of
political interference in the past five years.
Motably, more than a quarter of NOAA respon-
dents (27 percent, more than any other agency)
had personally experienced pressure to elimi-
nate the words “climate change.” “global
warming,” or other similar terms from their
communications,

“Formation of a US climate agency —

no US agency has climate as #1 priority so
no agency fails if climate science fails.”

— A sclentist at NASA

“Creating a separate climate science
agency or, at least, assign climate science
research to an existing agency. No agency
isp ly responsible for full
Investigating this critical area of research.”
— A scientist at NOAA

logy and i 1
organizationally. Moving NOAA out of
Dept. of Commerce”

— A scientist at NOAA

Barriers to Communication

The UCS survey also investigated whether
scientists experienced problems communicat-
ing to the public or media. Among all survey
respondents, more than a third (39 percent)
experienced or perceived “fear of retaliation
for openly expressing concerns about climate
change outside my agency," and a similar num-
ber (38 percent) also perceived or experienced
“disappearance or unusual delay in the release
of websites, reports, or other science-based
materials” More than half (52 percent) said their
agencies “always” or “frequently” require public
affairs officials to monitor scientists’ communi-
cations with the media.

These numbers rose among scientists who
“always” or "frequently” worked on sensitive
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or controversial issues, Fifty-nine percent of
respondents in this group perceived or experi-
enced fear of retaliation for expressing their
views outside their agencies, and 56 percent
percelved or exp: 1ced the disapy e of
science-based materials. Among NCAR respon-
dents, these numbers were considerably lower.
Only seven percent personally experienced the
disappearance of science-based materials, or
personally experienced fear of retaliation for
expressing their views outside NCAR,

Survey respondents were asked about recent
changes in policies pertaining to scientific open-
ness at their agencies. Figure 7 compares the
impact of scientific openness policies at NASA
and NOAA (both released statements publiciz-
ing their scientific openness policies in February
2008, just four months before the surveys were
mailed to scientists) as reported by survey respon-
dents. A majority (61 percent) of respondents
from NASA agreed that recent changes to poli-
cies pertaining to scientific openness have im-
proved the environment for climate research at
their agency, in contrast to 17 percent of NOAA
scientists who agreed with the statement. Very
small numbers of scientists at other federal

“In general, climate change science
is conlinuing at government agen-
cies, and I believe we continue our

world-recognized pre-eminence

that we had in the 1990’s. However,

much of all work continues more

clandestinely as we've had to amend

our project titles and descriptions

to get rid of key buzzwords that are

not focused [on] by the current
Bush administration.”
— A SCIENTIST AT THE USDA

agencies agreed with the statement that changes
in scientific openness policies improved the
environment for climate research at their
agencies, but UCS has not heard about any
scientific openness policies implemented by
those agencies so they are not included in

the comparison here,

FIGURE 7: Comparing the Impact of NASA and NOAA Scientific Openness Policies

selentific npqnll.:i at my agency have improved the environmaent for climate research?

. Agree or
Strongly Agree

- No Opinion

Disagree or
Strongly Disagree
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FIGURE 11: Morale within Climate Research Offices

Federal Agency Respondents
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™
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NOTE: Mo NCAR reigsessensts reported ‘matremely posr” morale.

Survey responses from NCAR scientists again
told a very different story than those from fed-
eral agency scientists. Among NCAR respon-
dents, 69 percent described morale as good
or excellent; only seven percent reported that
maorale within their office was poor and no
NCAR scientists reported extremely poor
morale (see Figure 11). NCAR scientists were
also less likely than average (only 39 percent) to
report decreased personal job satisfaction over
the past few years. In addition, NCAR scientists
P d most entt ically to the state-
ment, “Climate science at my agency is moving
in the right direction” More than 86 percent of
NCAR respondents agreed or strongly agreed
with this statement, compared with just

47 percent of all federal respondents (and less
than a third of respondents at some individual
agencies),

Despite low morale, agency scientists gener-
ally hold the managers of federal agency scien-
tific research in high regard, More than four in
five respondents to the UCS survey (B3 percent)
agreed or strongly agreed with the statement,
“My agency’s leadership aspires to and expects
a high level of integrity and professionalism.”
However, only half of respondents (48 percent)
said that their management stood behind
scientific staff or managers who put forth
“scientifically defensible positions that may

be politically controversial”
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CHAPTER 6
GAP Investigation Results

hrough a series of in-depth interviews

with climate scientists and other federal

officials, and a review of government

documents obtained through FOIA
requests and inside sources, the GAP investiga-
tion uncovered policies and practices at federal
agencies that seek to control the communica-
tion of scientific findings with both the media
and with Congress. The evidence presented in
this chapter focuses most heavily on restrictive
policies at NOAA, because the greatest number
of documents was obtained from that agency
{2,000 pages, compared with only nine pages
from NASA and zero from the EPA). However,
some results are also provided from interviews
with scientists at other federal agencies includ-
ing the EPA, USGS, and NASA.

Media Policies and Practices

The GAP investigation found that federal
agencies employ a number of restrictive
policies and practices, including:

Pre-approval, when agency public affairs
officials (PAOs) must grant permission for
any media interviews with scientists;

Routing, when requests for interviews with
a particular scientist about a given topic are
instead transferred to a different scientist,
or restricted in terms of the topics that may
be discussed; and

+ Monitoring of media contacts by PAOs,
either in person or over the phone.

Scientists do not waive their first amendment
rights by working for a government agency.
As such, they should be legally afforded what
is termed a “personal views” exception to such
restrictive media policies. Such an exception

allows scientists to speak freely so long as they
clarify that they are not speaking on behalf of
the agency and do not use government time or
resources for such personal communications.
However, many of the federal media policies
discussed in this section do not explicitly
provide such an exception and have the effect
of limiting media contacts with scientists.

GAP uncovered few restrictions placed on
communication between scientists and the
media in documents written prior to 2001,

A common procedure for media contacts was
“notification and recap,” whereby a scientist
would inform the public affairs office of an
upcoming media interview and then summarize
the interview for them afterward (Anonymous
NOAA official 2006a). From 2001 through 2004,
media policies at NOAA slowly became more
restrictive, culminating in the release of an
official NOAA-wide media policy by Administra-
tor Conrad Lautenbacher in June 2004. This new
media policy gave public affairs offices the ulti-
mate authority over all agency communications
and explicitly or implicitly implemented the
three types of restrictions outlined above, A
similar tightening of media policies and prac-
tices was also observed at other federal agen-
cies such as the EPA, USGS, and NASA during
this time period.

Examples of Interference

There are many examples where restrictive
policies (including those described above have
interfered with the communication of scientists’
research. The following are just a few of these
incidents,

PRE-APPROVAL, ROUTING, AND FAVORITISM
The 2004 NOAA media policy Implemented
top-down control over all press contacts, as



336

30 ATMOSPHERE OF PRESSURE

Scientist Silenced on Global Warming and Hurricane Connection

ists to investigate the link between climate change and tropical cyclone activity. He has

experienced several instances of political interference in his work, which illustrate the
power of NOAA's new media policies and practices to control the communication of scientific
results.

In September 2004, Knutson published a paper in the Journal of Climate suggesting that
an increased concentration of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere could lead to more intense
tropical cyclones with increased preci and flood p I. His paper coincided with the
Florida hurricane season and was picked up by the New York Times, thereby gaining a tremen-
dous amount of visibility for his research, On July 31, 2005, a study by Dr. Kerry Emanuel was
published in the journal Nature linking increased hurricane intensity to increased sea-surface
temperatures (primarily due to global warming). The anticipation of media requests related
to Emanuel’s article prompted Erica Rule to remind NOAA employees of the requirements
of NOAA's media policy (see p. 31).

That weekend, after returning from a trip, Dr. Knutson received a voicemail from a NOAA
public affairs officer named Kent Laborde asking whether he would be interested in appearing
on Ronald Reagan, Jr's MSNBC talk show to discuss hurricanes and climate change (Knutson
2006). Shortly thereafter, he received a voicemail from the show's production staff. As it was
the weekend, Knutson responded directly to the show staffer to confirm his appearance and
requested they contact the PAQ on Monday morning. That Monday, Laborde left Knutson voice-
mails apologizing for the confusion and stating that the “White House said no” to Knutson's
appearance. Laborde also notified Knutson that he had already called the show and offered
as an excuse that Knutson was too tired for the interview after his trip.

The FOIA record shows that instead of approving requests for interviews with Knutson, the
NOAA public affairs office routed all media inquiries related to hurricanes and Emanuel's article
to Dr. Chris Landsea, another NOAA scientist familiar with the Emanuel study, but who, unlike
Knutson, contested the connection b hurric ity and global g. Within
afew days, Landsea was granted an interview with USA Today (Laborde 2005).

Following Hurricane Katrina, NOAA scientists were again in high demand for media inter-
views talking about the connection between hurricanes and global warming. On the morning
of October 16, 2005, Knutson received a request to appear on the CNBC show “On the Money”
(Knutson 2006). Knutson called Laborde for approval, and FOIA documents show that Laborde
forwarded the request to Chuck Fuqua, deputy director of c ications at the Dep
of C who ded: “What is K 's position on global warming vs. decadal cycles?
Is he consistent with Bell and Landsea?” (Fugua 2005) Knutson remembers that Laborde soon
called back to question him about what he planned to say—especially with regard to any trends
in hurricane activity—and that K pplied a ded resp " Laborde then wrote to
Fugua, “he is consistent, but a bit of a different animal. He isn't on the meteorological side. He's
purely a numerical modeler. He takes existing data from observation and projects forward. His
take is that even with worse [sic] case projections of green house gas concentrations, there will
be a very small increase in hurricane intensity that won't be realized until almost 100 years from
now: Two minutes later Fuqua responded, “why can’t we have one of the other guys on then?”
Knutson soon received a voicemail notifying him that the interview had been rejected.

D r.Thomas Knutson is a NOAA climate modeling expert working with hurricane special-
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evidenced by two emails (excerpted below)
that were sent by different NOAA PAOs to large
numbers of scientists and managers:

From Erica Rule: A study on hurricanes and
global warming by Emanuel Kerry [sic] will
be released in Nature this Sunday. As this
topic might generate media inquiries—con-
sider this e-mail a reminder that ALL media
requests are to be directed to NOAA Public
Affairs ... (Rule 2005)

From Jim Teet: | have been informed that
any request for an interview with a national
media outlet/reporter must now receive prior
approval by DOC [Department of Commerce,
NOAA's parent agency]. Please ensure every-
one on your staff is aware of this require-
ment ... (Teet 2005)

These emails show that the media policies

are intended to apply to all scientists, although
an interview with NOAA PAQ Jana Goldman
confirmed that certain scientists working on
controversial topics received special scrutiny
{Goldman 2006). In some cases, PAOs actively
denied agency scientists access to the media
due to the politically sensitive nature of their
work; a particularly egregious example of such
interference is the case of Dr. Thomas Knutson
(see box at left). In other cases, PAOs attempted
to direct media attention away from the work
of the agencies’ own scientists.

For example, in December 2003, Dr. Kevin
Trenberth, head of NCAR's Climate Analysis Sec-
tion, published an article in the journal Science
titled “Modern Climate ChangeThe article, co-
authored with Thomas Karl, director of NOAA's
National Climatic Data Center, surveyed then-
current climate science research and concluded,
“modern climate change is dominated by human
influences.” NOAA had been informed of the
pending publication, which included a dis-
claimer stating, “this article reflects the views

of the authors and does not reflect govern-
ment policy” (Karl and Trenberth 2003).

Nevertheless, media inquiries for Karl were
diverted to Dr. Jim Mahoney, a political appoin-
tee {now retired) who at the time served as both
assistant secretary of commaerce for oceans and
atmosphere and NOAA deputy administrator
(Trenberth 2006). in a December 4, 2003, article
in the San Francisco Chronicle, Mahoney down-
played the significance of the peer-reviewed
study, stating: “My own view is somewhat more
open-minded, and from my perspective we
don't really understand these things as well

as we might” (Periman 2003).

PRESS RELEASES

Agency decisions about which research to high-
light with official press releases are also subject
to political control. Figure 12 on p. 32 shows a
flow chart (obtained through a FOIA request)
detailing the extremely complicated process by
which a press release is submitted, reviewed,
and approved—or not—Dby several layers of
bureaucracy within NOAA and the Department
of Commerce. As is clear from the flow chart, a
successful press release must pass review by
several entities that primarily serve political and
public relations functions, and scientists do not
have a right of final review to ensure scientific
accuracy of the final product.

A NOAA scientist recalls attempting in 2001 to
raise media attention for a published paper that
determined, from a comparison of climate models
and empirical data, the influence of human
activities on the warming of Earth’s oceans. At
first, the scientist said, there was going to be a
media advisory and press conference to high-
light the findings, but it "kept getting degraded
until it was canceled.” The scientist contrasted
this experience under the Bush administration
with work done on a“heat index“in the late
1990s, when then-Vice President Al Gore, on
behalf of the Clinton administration, actively
helped to publicize the results (Anonymous
NOAA scientist 2006a).

Another NOAA scientist, Dr. Richard Wetherald,
encountered similar difficulties publicizing
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draft HOWA peess releasie sinee the las rime i
v mirned down by the Dept. of Commgne.,
Appangnaly ot that time, greenhouie of global

[ papers wene considened i e the
lneray equivalent of Dersons nan qrats’ by
the current administration. | ssiumae that thh
5 e CarveT SO0t wasnl Lo waste both of
o times B i b Anyway, heee b the summany
for your infarmarian. Pleae et me know
s palicy has changed, .7

Goldman: . What | think | may do h pass
the abrstract slong downaown and see whar
1hiey chink. | ageee wich yau, the mrinide
seemd bo have changed reganding cimate
change, But WS alic avold doing urmeon-
sary wark il ith mot going o go armpwhere. . °
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Wetherald: ... That sounds like a sensible
idea. If by some miracle, you can use it as a
NOAA press release, this would be fine as
long as it contains the basic conclusions in
the summary that | sent. | will certainly help
out if it comes to that...

Goldman:“.. .| sent the abstract down to see
if it would fly -- if so, we would have to draft
a release, but at least we would know that it
would go through and our work would not
beinvain...” {Goldman 2002)

The New Jersey Star-Ledger reported that
Wetherald has had three proposed press
releases rejected—beginning with an early
2001 publication regarding “committed warm-
ing and its implications” in the prestigious peer-
reviewed journal Geophysical Research Letters.
He was told that his most recent 2004 press
release accompanying the publication of
another global warming paper was rejected
by “officials” at the Department of Commerce.
“Obviously, the papers had a message, and it
was not what they wanted it to be;” Dr. Wether-
ald stated in the Star-Ledger article.“A decision
was made at a high level not to let it out”
{MacPherson 2006).

Scientists at agencies other than NOAA also
encountered difficulties with press release
approval. One example is Dr. Christopher Milly,
a USGS research hydrologist who studies the
interaction of climate with the global water
cycle. While it is Milly’s understanding and ex-
perience that there is no pre-approval require-
ment for media contacts at USGS, he reported
two incidents of interference with press re-
leases, The first case was in 2002 when a USGS
press officer indicated that the subject matter
of a press release (the increased risk of extreme
flooding due to giobal warming) was consid-
ered sensitive and could cause problems at the
White House, The Department of the Interior
declined to issue the release, arguing that it
would probably be released by Nature, the jour-
nal that published the research paper on this

subject. In fact, while Nature did issue a release,
its decision to do so only occurred after the
Interior Department refused to do so.

The second case was in November 2005, when
a press release on the impact of climate change
in water supply modeling went out but only
after the PAQ had altered the text and removed
words such as “global warming,'leaving the scien-
tific content intact but possibly lowering its
visibility, Milly does not know who made the
ultimate decision in either case, but said that
others have told him that personnel in USGS
public affairs consider climate change and energy
to be “hot-button” issues for the administration,
and that reference to such sensitive issues,
outside of scientific papers, are thus handled
and edited with care (Milly 2006).

In mid-September 2004, Dr. Drew Shindell,

an ozone specialist and NASA climatologist,
submitted a press release to the Goddard Space
Flight Center PAQ to announce the publication
of a paper on climate change in Antarctica.
Shindell and the PAQO together suggested the
title “Cool Antarctica may warm rapidly this
century, study finds,” which NASA headquarters
then asked to be “softened.” Headquarters also
rejected the next suggestion that Dr. Shindell
and the PAQ offered—"“NASA Scientists expect
temperature flip-flop at the Antarctic"—and
instead, over Shindeli’s objections, titled it
"Scientists predict Antarctic climate changes”
Not surprisingly, Shindell commented, the press
release generated relatively little media interest
(Shindell 2006a).

Another NASA scientist spoke of a press release
written by a PAQ that was ready to be posted

to the NASA website. However, when the press
release, which was about research into the im-
pact of climate-related flooding on agriculture,
was sent for 2 higher level of review, it was
rejected without explanation. The scientist, be-
lieving the results to be significant, had to ask
high-level colleagues to lobby to get the release
approved (Anonymous NASA scientist 2006).
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MONITORING MEDIA INTERVIEWS

A new development over the past five years

is the use of “minders"~a term used by some
scientists to describe public affairs officials who
listen in on scientists’ interviews with the media.
With restrictive media policies selectively en-
forced, some scientists have been more actively
“minded” than others. Dr. Pieter Tans was one
scientist who was monitored very actively by
NOAA press officer Kent Laborde. Tans, chief
scientist at NOAA's Global Monitoring Division
{previously the Climate Monitoring and Diag-
nostics Laboratory), was accustomed to making
his own appointments for press interviews un-
der the“notification and recap” policy. But by
2004, media policies at NOAA had tightened.

In October 2004, David Shukman, a science
correspondent with the BBC, contacted Tans to
reguest a series of broadcast interviews. Accord-
ing to Tans, it took until February 2005 to be
granted permission to give the interviews, and
approval was conditioned on Laborde's pres-
ence (Tans 2006). Laborde flew from NOAA’s
headquarters in Washington, DC, to Boulder,
€O, and Mauna Loa, HI, to be present for the
March 22 and 24 interviews. When Shukman
again requested an interview with Tans on Feb-
ruary 1, 2006, the interview was again approved
only under the condition that Laborde be pre-
sent. When Tans asked Laborde if he was required
to report on the interviews, Laborde replied
that he did not report the proceedings to any-
one. Tans found it unusual that NOAA public
affairs would allow such extensive travel, at
taxpayer expense, simply to listen in on a media
interview and not report on the proceedings.
At least three other scientists at NOAA's GFDL
have had media requests granted provided
that Laborde be present at or listen in on the
interview (Stouffer 2006; Knutson 2006;
Anonymous NOAA scientist 2006b).

Decreased Media Contact with Scientists
Journalists as well as scientists have said that
these approval requirements have made re-
porting on climate research difficult, often

making reporters miss their deadlines. Ronald
Stouffer, senior research meteorologist at NOAA's
GFDL, estimates that NOAA's clearance policy—
which he nicknames the“pocket veto"—has
reduced his domestic media requests (about
half of all interview requests he receives) from
one every two to three weeks to one every two
to three months (Stouffer 2006). Interviews with
the European media have remained constant,
perhaps because of an increasing demand from
European reporters interested in his work on
ocean circulation. In interviews, NOAA's Knutson
also experienced a decrease in media contact,
stating that around one-fifth of his 60 to 70 an-
nual media requests, including requests by
major national media outlets, “fall through the
cracks”due to the additional delays imposed

by the new media policies (Knutson 2006).

Scientific Openness Policies

In February 20086, after Dr. James Hansen's widely
publicized allegations of censorship (see p. 12),
NASA Administrator Dr. Michael Griffin issued
an agency-wide statement clarifying that the
tole of public affairs officers was not “to alter,
filter or adjust engineering or scientific material
produced by NASA'’s technical staff” (Griffin 2006).
This statement was followed, on March 30, by
an official new policy that purports to uphold
the right of open communication between
scientists and the media (NASA 2006).

NASA’s scientific openness policy is far from
perfect. It still requires scientists to obtain “pre-
approval”from NASA headquarters for media
interviews and denies scientists the right of final
review for any communication with “the poten-
tial to generate significant media or public
interest”The policy also imposes restrictions
on the ability of government whistleblowers to
disclose non-classified information, a practice
that violates two federal laws (the Anti-Gag
Statute? and the Whistleblower Protection Act)
that provide protections for federal employees
disclosing evidence of government wrong-
doing (GAP 2006).
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Desples thase problams, the policy was a move
in the right direction and was widely praived by
bath NASA selenmirs and lawmakers. Repreten-
takive Sheraood Boahien (R-NY], chalman of
the House Sclence Committes, noted in & press
stateenent that tha MASA palicy “thould became
& mode for the entire federal governmant”
(Boehlert 2006). The New ¥ovk Times also reporr-
el nhia mane than 140 MASA sclentists, engineers,
and civil servants dkgred a statement “that
applauded the agency’s administratar, Michasl
D, Gritfin, for following ug on his Fel, 4 pledge
of sclentific openness™ (Revkin 20tc), NASA
seentisy Shindsl noted some Impedwemnanty

¥ the agerey, staling, “Tve had much betber
experienoes recantly and the press corps at
GEFC is no bongds rebuctant 10 uie phrasis ke
‘eimate change'or ‘global warming which they
ware hatane a1 they had the feeling that that
would 'doom’ a release” (Shindell 2006L1,

1 Toow dim -y Toaniom iy o Bnip-arepm L, LIPS ERIED Y 1988 05 A veid

Aroundd tha fame tirme that the MASA policy
wan implemented, HOAR claimed a simiar com-
mitment 1o stentdic openness, On February 14,
20045, FOAA Adiminivieator Conrad Laaitenbuehey
wiGle 3 fmema 1o all NOAA emaloypees stating:

“Cur medls standards alwo weflect an open
policy, We encoursge our public affairs
stall 1o keep abiresst ol medla ingerests.

| encourage our sclantiss 1o spaak frealy
aned Opandy.... Wi 5K only thit you spedily
whien you are communicating personal
views and when you aré characlerizing
yout wirk 2 part af your specilic contri-
burion 1o NOAAS mission”

Heswewver, the official 20048 NOAA medis pelicy
contradicts Lautenbachess aflirmation of
“persunal wiess,” and no changes o the palicy
have Baan mads 1o addreds stientisty’ conoems,

il Isbind e tefanrmady
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Scientific Communication with Congress
The GAP investigation, through interviews with
an anonymous agency source and anatysis of
internal documents provided by agency staff,
found that restrictive agency policies affect
scientific communication not only with the
media but with Congress as well. Agency poli-
cies regarding congressional communication—
including testimony, guestions for the record
{QFRs}, scientific information sent to policy
rmakers to assist the formulation of legislation,
and congressionally mandated reports—closely
parallel agency media policies and practices in
that they seek to maintain tight controf over the
message that is communicated, The preparation
of these communications is subject to a formal
process that is dominated by non-scientific
staff and high-level agency officials.

NOAA Dociiment Review

In 2004, shortly after rejeasing its new media
policy, NOAA issued the second edition of its
“Procedures Manual for Congressional Commu-
nications! The 18-page policy is highly detailed,
covering every aspect of congressional commu-
nications, Every type of scientific communica-
tion covered in the manual requires clearance
by the Department of Commerce (DOC) and,
with the exception of congressionally man-
dated reports, the Office of Management and
Budget {OMB}, Housed within the Executive
Office of the President, the OMB oversees fed-
eral agencies with the stated mission of ensur-
ing that "agency reports, rules, testimony, and
proposed legisiation are consistent with the
President’s Budget and with Administration
policies” (OMB 2006). NOAA's Office of Legisla-
tive Affairs (OLA) is responsible for coordinating
congressional communications, including input,
review, and clearance by relevant parties.

For exampie, in the case of congressional
testimony, the policy states:
OLA will coordinate NOAA headquarters
review and clearance of the testimony and
obtain clearance from DOC and the Office
of Management and Budget. . .. OLA will

address all clearance comments received
from DOC and OMB, Edits and comments
not related to policy issues will be handled
directly by OLA, When, in the opinion of
OLA, clearance comments involve a policy
issue, OLA will make every effort to obtain
the views of the NOAA witness or a palicy
official designated to act on behalf of the
witness {(NOAA 2004).

While such a general clearance policy is stan-
dard, the language of the policy does not seem
to give any guidelines or {imitations regarding
the kinds of edits and comments considered
appropriate. When a document or testimony

is providing scientific information, there is no
guarantee of a final technical review by scien-
tists to ensure accuracy has been maintained
throughout the process. In practice, this policy
affords the DOC, OMB, and NOAA management
a great deal of latitude in the political review
and alteration of scientific content.

According to an inside source at NOAA, com-
munications with Congress, including those
drafted in consultation with scientific experts,
are handed up from OLA to what is commonly
known as the “policy shop,” housed within

the Office of the Undersecretary, and to the
NOAA assistant secretary’s office. Documents—
particularly those that contain sensitive sub-
ject matter—are edited in the “policy shop”to
downplay certain conclusions and exaggerate
uncertainty. Our source noted that this process
tacks transparency:“it is very hatd to trace who
is initiating certain types of changes. Once an
answer (the ‘Administration’s position’) is devel-
oped to a particular question, everyone knows
that the answer has to be used again whenever
the topic is addressed again in the future;” and
that scientific content is frequently changed to
conform to the favored policy position. "Realiz-
ing that it is pointless,’ the source said, "OLA has
stopped asking certain scientists what to write
in certain circumstances as it is certain to get
completely rewritten anyway” {Anonymous
NOAA official 2006b).
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a

Alrering Selentifie information
Thae ORE anvd inleragency reviewers have
sometimes sheend selentific information in

documents going toe Congness, A set ol infernal
documents prenvided oo GAP by agensy 1l
shaws this political editing in action. The docu-
menis are draft responses to QFAs submimed by
Senators Danlel Inauye {D-HD snd Frank Lauten
hherg (G-} follewing an April 26, 2006, Sénate
Commarce. SChnce. and Trarmportation Com-
mitter hearing on prajected and pase #ffects

of climate chargs. The dralt respanses incude
comments and e from scientisn, the OMB,
EFA, DOL and the White House Office of Sdence
and Technology Policy compiled by the NOAA
leqyistanive aMairs dpecialist in charge of cooidi-
nating chearance and review of congressianal
communichiond. A copy of the compited edits
o telected OFR responses from Senatoe inouye
Is included in Appendiy E

In one respone, the QM recommended
keping the first senbence of the paagreph
“The full range and magninsde of the Blakagical
and blogeachemical affects of ocean acidilica
oy are 56l s encevtain thas a rellabls snd quan-
tirarbae eviimate of the likely socio-ecanamic
affects i it et posilble” but remening the resy
wentence; However, healthy coal resf acoiye
e ane important 1 bath the fisheries and
tourivm induseries and negative impacts gn

These eCoRystems could affect thise Indus-
ries” The OMES explanation for this suggested
delarlan wal, “As writhen this seema to condlict
with the lactual first semtence of the paragraph,
which adeguately answers the question”

Forrunately, sqancy scientsts wene able to
reverse [macrurate alierations imeoduced by
nan-Scientific reviewens n andther pa of the
documenL In this Instance, the OME suggessed
deling rext that attributed global warmeng o
increasing wates vapor, deawing from a quane
aen out of context from a schendific papse by
Dvs. Thomas Karl anad Eevin Trenherth (Butler
2006), Commants by D, James Buflerina
suliegioent drall attempted 1o clarify thar this
s ot wihat was maant, but the OMB seemed 1o
il on keeping the Language. Finally, the OME
appeared to aceept 8 change 1o the langusgs
made by Kar himgelf,

Thiese two eamphes show that, while federal
climate scientises 2o ceeasianally able 1o
coarect distortions 1o scientific indings in
congressional commandeation, palitical apgain-
reas con #ill introduce inacourate miarmation
i groes unchecked. v Is therefoee essential
tha sciemists hive a right of final review 1o
codrecl insduwacies and protect the sclemridic
Imtgriny of these communications.
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CHAPTER 7
Discussion

e UES and GAP inveszigarions iema

policical intérference with govem-

Fnent cimate icientists were can-

ducted independently yer arrived an
very similar conchusions regarding the itate of
Tederal climate suienie research, This chapter
devcribes the ey themes that surfaced fram
DI IFreRRigaticng.

“The intrusion of polities intoe
the field is making some (nme and
others) consider change of field
or career.”

— & SCIENTIST AT NOAA

Political interference s Common

Thee federal grvernment needs accursane
seienaific infrenarian 1o craft sfecthve polices.
Podiical imerfergnce with the workof federal
wcieniists threstenn the quality and insegring of
these palicles. A3 sueh, ro schentist should gwer
encounter sy of the various trpes of political
interference described in our survey nuestians,
Yeet, an thir LICS survey shows, 150 survey e
Ipandenti=—an unadceptally Lirge number—
v icnaly esperienced instances af knnerierence
wver thie pase fhee years, Sisch langs numibrs
Inglicate 1hat the widely pulbiicized intidents
diririteed in Chapter 3 are not merely balaned
problers ar the acts of o few overzealous
palitical sppointee. Indeed, nterfenmce in
he wark of fedenal dimate wienzises hay
hhecoeme all vea eammen,

Furvey respardents reported palaical insarfer-
ence of variows shapet and deqress, soma ai
wapilicit ad dinect edits and pieksure 1o change
weord i In pgensilic documents, and others meas
sulatle, such as eeresie levels of revisw and

pealanaed deliys In relesiing affcial reports
and webriibes. Scientists #1 all veven af the

susrveyed federal agencies reporeed peranally
wxpariencing these types of political interfer
sanc, The Fact thit e single agency and na
single mode of interierence soad cut fram tha
othari srongly indicates that this patterm of
interlenence is mol the consequence af pooe
leadership ar a spreific agency or 8 spacific

policy only affecting Teckeral soentints in &

liméted manner.

The inderfevenca nevealed in the UCS swivey
and through the GAP intervieas suppan the
clalen made by mary sclandised in thair exsay
rekpOne that interference i wied te advance
pre-oedained policy posizioes and 1 avald
highlighting resuits that may prove politically
incorvenient, Cur lindings indicate that paliti-
ral insnrference warks o cantral the messsge
betirvg commmunaCated by federal dimate
SCientiin

Inferference in the work of some ledenal
scientivts can have a chilling effer on athers
warking im the same Isbaratory or agency. Even
ot highly publiized incident of interference
wan Lerve b0 ralue concern amneg athes seien-
i5as chat their resasrch |5 iosly to draw tienilar
#orating, Thee lange neamibers of responadents whao
teport percefving in athers various innances

of political interferenos show that this i an
ckrowiedged problem amang cimae
scfeniisin

Fciandisls al NCAR are not federal employees,
although the quality and seape of their chmate
resmanch b smilar b0 that undertaien at ledesal
agencies, Jire NCAR employess are insulared
from federal policies and ewarsight by potitical
appalnnees, they served a3 a control group for
Ehar UL irviribiga tion, NCAR sclentists siond
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out from the rest of the survey respondents
in that they reported personally experiencing
much lower rates of political interference
than their federal colleagues,

Open communication between scientists is

one of the pillars of the scientific method itself.
But for society to fully reap the benefits of scien-
tific advances, infarmation must also flow freely
among scientists, policy makers, and the gen-
eral public. Qur investigation has found this

is a marked change from the previous standard
of "notification and recap”that seemed to
characterize the relationship between public
affairs officials and scientists in years past,

The investigation found that these policies and
practices have resulted in significant interfer-
ence in the work of federal climate scientists.
There are numerous examples in which agency
PAOs sought to control, abstruct, or weaken
scientific messages that undermined the

flow to be i by inapprop political
interference, the consequences of which are
that government policy makers base their
decisions on Incomplete—or in some cases,
inaccs scientific inf ion, and a broader
public understanding of the reality and urgency
of climate change is stunted,

Restrictive Policies Silence

Inconvenient Science

Federal scientists have a constitutional right

to speak about their scientific results, and the
American public has a right to be informed of
the findings of taxpayer-supported research.
Restrictions on scientists who report findings
cantrary to an administration's preferred poli-
cies not only undermine these basic rights, but
also c to a general ding
of climate science and impair our government’s
ability to craft effective policies on global
warming.

The news media is a powerful means of
communicating the latest advances in scien-
tific understanding to the public, and can be

a highly effective tool for popular science
education. Itis this tremendous potential for
influencing public opinion that has caused
government agencies to attempt to tightly
control what message is presented to the media,
The GAP investigation uncovered media policies
and practices at several federal agencies that
not only select which agency research gets
highlighted by official press releases, but also
which agency scientists can speak with report-
ers and about which topics. This level of control

ion's policy positions. In effect, PAQs
at federal agencies have assumed the role of
gatekeepers for scientific information, either
under their own authority or more likely at the
direction of their superiors.

These restrictive policies are systemic, but

in practice selectively applied. In interviews,
scientists noted that the palicies were most
stringently applied to federal climate scientists
whose research results contradicted the admin-
istration’s position, This distinction is evident
in the UCS survey results, which showed that
scientists working on issues that may be con-
sidered sensitive or controversial reported
larger numbers of experienced incidents of
interference and were also more likely to expe-
rience all of the various forms of interference
detailed in the survey,
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The investigation did uncover some signs of
improvement. Perhaps as a consequence of
NASA's new scientific openness policy, released
in early 2006, a majority of NASA respondents
reported that the new policy had improved

the environment for climate research; several
scientists credited the policy (and NASA Admin-
istrator Michael Griffin) in their essay responses.
However, NASA stands alone among the agen-
cies surveyed to receive commendations from
its scientists for improved policies. Despite NOAA
Admini L her's assert-
ing that NOAA also respected scientific open-
ness, the official policy fell short of this claim,

“Applied climate science is
essential to manage climate
impacts with increased
climate variability.”

— A SCIENTIST AT THE USDA

and only a small percentage of NOAA survey
respondents agreed that recent policies had
improved the environment at their agency.
While the NASA openness policy is not perfect,
it stands as a model for the type of action other
agencles should take by providing clearer guide-
lines for both scientists and public affairs staff,
and highlights the need for strong ]

in particular where inadequate funding is
degrading scientific capacity: satellite-based
Earth observation systems and research into
the effects of global warming.

Satellite-based observations of our planet’s
land, ocean, and atmosphere, taken continu-
ously over many decades, are of crucial impor-
tance in understanding the ongoing processes
driving global climate change, and in refining
the computer models used to predict responses
to these processes. However, recent cuts to the
NASA climate science budget have led to the
cancellation or extended delay of several Earth
observation satellites, raising the possibility of
a critical gap in observational coverage before
the next generation of satellites is launched.
The budget cuts and the rewording of NASA's
mission statement were both noted with
concern by survey respondents, many of whom
expressed fears that climate science was being
replaced by President Bush's new space explora-
tion initiative as a top priority for NASA. Several
scientists warned in their essay responses that
a gap in satellite data could seriously hinder
forward progress in understanding climate
change.

Global climate change will have a profound
impact on human societies, with serious nega-

g the right of g scientists
to communicate their research findings.

Funding for Federal Climate Science

is Inadequate

Federal funding for climate science research
has been declining since the mid-1990s when
adjusted for inflation (see chart on p. 10). Sclen-
tists find the level of funding to be inadequate
to support the research needed to understand
global climate change. A majority of survey
respondents disagreed that the federal gov-
ernment has done a good job funding climate
research, and dozens of scientists called for
increased funding In their essay responses (see
box on p. 22). Scientists highlighted two areas

tive cc es to public health, water supply,
agriculture, the distribution of plant and animal
life, and the valuable services provided by
natural systems. Research into these issues is
crucial to our long-term preparedness as a
society for likely future climate changes. While
there are a few agencies that devote resources
to this line of research, several survey respon-
dents called for increased funding and focus
on research to understand and mitigate

these effects.

Morale at Federal Agencies is Poor

Large numbers of federal survey respondents
reported low morale, declining job satisfaction,
and a worsening environment for federal
climate science. The UCS survey results also
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0

suggest 3 carnelation betwseen the denesd

Sclengists ding e thee murvry almnast

Im marade and the politicized envircnimnt sur
tgunding federal dimate stence in the Bush
adminkiration Cre peimaey danger of kw morale
I3 et fedaral agencirs may have more difficulty
attracting and keeping the best scirmisrs

Approwimately two-thinds of all respondents
sl the enviranment for federal climaze re-
senrch ks worse now than It was 5 or 10 years
ago Svey nespondents wha spend mast af
thrir tim om climane reseasch, o whi wiork on
climate science Tapics thal se comsidered sen-
sitive or conboreersial, ane moee |ikedy 1o axpen-
enoe palitcization and interference, Thise same
grougs of scientlses aee aivo mone llleely 10 repan
lews rsoeale and hodd a negative vidw of thi
gumant climsle iience ervilonment. Sclentlses
who are moee insulared tram politicsl pressures,
such as thode whise jobs include only a small
pervent of climate-selared wiork o thess wha
nar wark an contraversisl Bius. hive
noticeably higher morale.

Thape feiulls and the essay nespomses ane
evidence that the genenlly nagartive outlaok
on the state of faders climate icience is the
cimulative elfect of recent eplsodes of padnics)
Imterferensn, the sdvent of restrictive comenu-
nlcations poliies, and dedlining funding levels
for climate schence

A comparisun with schenises a1 NCAR alia sug-
poans this conmection. The patten of law morale
arvd declining jedr satislaction among fedeml
wuvernment climate schentises eantrasts sharphy
with the much more posithe peripectives gven
by WCAR iespanilents. When assevsing the stae
of federal climara selance guer the past fow
yenrs, NOAR nespondents wens nemly as pewsl-
miitic as fedderal responeienrs, wirh 65 percent
saying thay thaught body's enwireriment for
federal climate sience ik worse compared with
18 years aga. But masy respondents wine quick
10 ePphANDe N a3y responies that thuse
peotlarni did not apply 1o NCAR

unindmouily found faderal cimate schence 1o
be of generally excellent quality. but the
mumeraus documanted insrances of politicsl
Inbirferdrecn bl COBed info question eur
government’s respect for the selesific fnmngy
o s selentisns. in o way, thes i hoartening. The
data poind ta the conclusian that if the palid-
zanion, irerfarence, and under-funding Im-
podaed on Thise scentists wene [iTed, federal
climate schenthity wauld stand ready and able 1o
cirry out thedr fobes, 1t B cnucial 1o memcve thete
whstackes 1o fedeval climate research 5o thay
policy makers, the madia, snd the public can
B8N #00kss the beit sclenifi information
fedleral agency climane schertists have 1o offer.
Withadt thits infcrmation, the country will nat
be sble Lo nepond 1o the theats posed by a
raplelly warming climate.

“Scientists at NOAA and NASA
are routinely diseouraged from
discussing climate change results
wilh the media. 1t's exactly the
opposite al NCAR. We are encour-
aged to get our results out there
to the publie by whatever means
available,”

= A SCIENTIST AT NCAR
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CHAPTER 8

Recommendations and Conclusions

he UCS and GAP investigations have
brought to light numerous ways in
which US. federal climate science has
been filtered, suppressed, and mani-
pulated in the last six years. According to our
research, political interference has extended
beyond just a few leading scientists to affect
hundreds of federal climate researchers. While
much of the interference involves restrictions
on the communication of research, it also
affects what research will be funded, and
the morale of scientists themselves.

Overturning these patterns of abuse and re-
storing scientific integrity to the federal climate
science enterprise will require concerted action
and the creation of new systems of governance
at federal science agencies. In this section we
provide some recommendations for undertak-
ing this transformation, in particular focusing
on reforms that guarantee certain fundamental
rights for government scientists.

Basic Scientific Freedoms

Scientists have certain basic rights regarding
the use of their expertise and dissemination of
their research findings. In order to restore scien-
tific integrity to federal climate science, scien-
tists need to be made aware of these basic
scientific freedoms and government agencies
must respect them.

Scientists have a constitutional right to speak
about any subject, including policy-refated
matters and those outside their area of exper-
tise, so long as they make it clear that they do
50 in their private capacity and such personal
communications do not take from agency time
and resources. Ultimate decisions about the
communication of scientific information, in-
cluding publications, congressional testimony

and reports, web postings, and presentation
material, should lie with scientists themselves.
Scientists must also have a“right of last review”
on press releases and other agency communi-
cations related to their scientific research, to
ensure scientific accuracy has been maintained.

Actions to Restore Scientific Integrity
Creating systems to ensure fong-term indepen-
dent and accessible science will not only require
the energles of the Executive branch and Con-
gress, but also of scientists and other federal
agency staff.

Scientist Actions

« Scientists, scientific societies, and unions
who represent federal scientists must work
to make these basic scientific rights more
widely known,

« Scientific societies should continue their
efforts to include issues of scientific integrity
in their public policy agendas. Possible
avenues for these efforts include creating
space at meetings or in publications for
discussion of these issues, passing internal
resolutions supporting independent science,
monitoring federal agencies that do scientific
research within their fields, and lobbying the
government to press for reforms.

Scientists themselves have responsibilities
regarding the communication of their
research. They should work with PAOs to
make significant research developments
accessible and comprehensible to the public,
as well as foliow a policy of “notification and
recap,” in which they inform PAOs in advance
of a pending interview and recap the inter-
action for them afterward.
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+ Scientists must alsn be respansible far the
accuracy and integrity of their communica-
tioiny and should not represent the agency
on ssues of politics or policy without prior
spprovel from the public affairs office.

Federal Agency Actions

= Agencies should publicly affem that the
basic scientife Ireedoms stated above apply
fo their schentians snd adopt policies 1o
e these reedoms are upheld.

+ Agencies should clearly support the free
exnthange of scientific infommatian in all
wenuss. They vhould not shy away from
esenting conflicting scientific resubs by
their schentists, While pobicies must represent
chalces of nne path cver anather, palicy
ks must have scoess (o the full range
of scientific findings on an kiue in order 1o
make an informed decision.

+ PG should ploy an amive supparting mole
In goardinating and facilitating media infes-
actions, connecting journalises with scismist
by spacialty oo dpecific request. supplying
context and background information as
needed, and ensuring the timeliness of
thase interactions.

= Pr-approval and manitoring of media
Imteriwes with scientists should be elimi-
nated, Scientists shild nat be subject o
restrictiond on media contacts bayond a
“retification and recap® policy.

+ Agencies shauld peompity and tharughly
Investigate incidents of palitical interference
wehen they sccur, They should determing
trew el why problems have occurmed, and
prevent further incidents by Implamenting
adequate dhciplinary mexsures for those
faund responsibile. Institutional conditions,
poelicies, and activitles that prampt problems
should be refiarmed,

+ Clear written polickes gaverning the
review and relense of federsl scienting’
research nesults should be pablicky
wailabie and include deadiings that will
nat creame pralenged or uneeasanable
dedays in releasing scientific conlent.

“Whether climate changes are
harsh over the next 3—20 years or
hundreds of years, we should be
wddressing the issues thut impuaet
basic socictal needs, Hurrienne
Kalring is an excellent illustration
of how costly the current policy

of ‘benign neglect’ cun be,™

= & SCIENTIST WiTH THL DOD

Appendin D containg a medel media policy
Intencled Tor wuse by federal agencies, which
outlings the rights and responditilties of
sclenthses and agency staff, and peevides
guidefines bor media and pubiiic ineractiona.
Agency leadership must publicize and
pramate these palicles and thelr broad
appikation on a regular bask.

« Agencies must comply with the Antl-Gag

Searume, o fecernl law that requires employers
to include written notification of employees”
whisthiblcwer-ralated bghts in any comme-
nication policy or directive. The Statune quar-
aribees Ut free speech rights protected
under the Whistleblower Protection Act

and related Lravs cannot be canceled by any
agency policy, form, or agreement (et
thase refating o classified infarmarian).
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angressional Actions
« Congreis sthoahl take the neoewsary sheps,

including conduscring erversigin hearings and
Investigarians of intraduding keglslation, to

errebure th b sosnlifis (isedloens of e
erall cimate scienzlirs arn respeoed. One
evigienl step wauld be for Congress 1o act
proenpthy 1o smend the Whisthelicmer Pio-

Lesitian Act to specifically protect the righrs

of frderal acipnaisrs 1o eandier thair wiatk
and edenmunicate their findings without
Interfanence and emiure that thowe who
violate thave rights are disciplined

#| The integrity of US federal
government climate science
could best be improved by]
Kemembering that the elvil
serviee scientists and engineers
enn and should be an unbiased
reservoir of insights into differ-
ent questions with impacts
across inlernational economic
and eultural dividing lines,
Paliticizing and degrading the
integrity for which we are inter
nationally known and respected
is a disserviee to our country
ond n danger to the world. If we
can't he trusted lo give insights
on global change and funded

to dio so, who in the world

will de J£27

— A SCIENTIST AT NASA

o Congnss ibould mmmediately eeeil pressee
un the Executivee branch to undertaie periodic
sennithe assaszmants of climane change thar
ddneds the condequences for The United
States, corsislent with the Glabal Change
Revearch Act in addian ra baing legally
required, these Jpessmants s important
Tt the Irese Mow of scentif information 1@
the palicy asena and many acher audisnces

» Funding deciiboni regarding climate change
programs shauld be guided by sciennific
cxineria and MU Take o 2ot the Im-
partance of programs that gather data bt
war chmabe, such as HASAY climate obasrva-
an satellites. Thess long-teem, conainual
olservation systems are vital to climate
SchnOR aned ofher Emportant revearch.

Leaderahip Refarms

» The Clmate Change Sthence Program coukd
Phay an impaortant role in implemering the
fedieen aqency reloema listed abave, The peeti
Sent ihould Jp0ind a permanen| disecion
of the Climate Change Science Progeam e
Isereer prrnicle the many sgencies under-
Enkireg climute retearch with dinecton and
erversight i well as support the free flow of
acientifir infarmarian sur of these sgencies.

T rwality of globul wanming, including the rale
ol heat-trapping gases from haman sctivinies i
drhving cimate change, has been repeatedly
affirmad by schendific exgeits. Bvery day that the
gowernment chooaes 1o ignoee climace stience
[ dlary I faity v prevract fumuite genarations from
e senced of giobal g Ungil this
poditical inberference ends, the United Scates
will not e able to fully proaeer Amaricars and
thar wanried freen the dangers of o warming planet.
Qur gomarmment mait comimit o ensuring
basic sclentific freedama and suppar scisariag
I sharie encheavnes 1o bring sehentific results 10
the policy arenb, schentific fova, ard a wide array
of ather sadiermes. Addressing dimar change
is.a matter af national prepassdnes
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APPENDIX A

UCS Climate Scientist Survey Text and Responses (FEDERAL)

ollowing is the text of the survey UCS
mailed to 1,630 federal climate scien-
tists at seven federal agencies and de-
partments, along with response data
for the 279 scientists who completed and re-
turned surveys. Two numbers are listed for each
response option in the survey—the number of
scientists who selected that response (listed in
parentheses) and the percentage of scientists
answering the question who marked that
respanse option. The results in this appendix
only reflect the responses of federal scientists
and do not include responses from NCAR scien-
tists; see Appendix B for survey text and response
data for NCAR. A detailed analysis of select
survey questions can be found in Appendix C.

for some questions the aggregate number of
responses to a given question is less than 279
because not all scientists answered the question,
and for other questions the aggregate number
is greater because scientists were allowed to
choose more than one response to the given
question. It is important to note that the per-
centages listed in this appendix (and in the
report text) are calculated in reference to the
number of scientists answering the question,
rather than the total number of returned sur-
veys or the aggregate number of responses to
each guestion. Percentages listed for a given
question may not total 100 percent due to

rounding or multiple responses to a question
by a scientist.

For example, questions 19 through 31 provide
survey respondents with the option of report-
ing specified types of interference as “perceived
in others”and/or “personally experienced.’Re-
spondents could also report “neithet In this
appendix, the three response options are tab-
ulated separately, aithough respondents were
free to mark more than one answer for a given
type of interference. The report text often cites
the percentage of respondents who “perceived
or personally experienced” a particular form of
interference. To avoid double counting those
respondents who answered both “perceived”
and “experienced, this statstic is not obtained
by summing the number of responses for those
categories. Instead, it is calculated by subtract-
ing the percentage of survey respondents
reporting “neither” from 100 percent.

Questions 4, 15, and 17 include “not applicable”
as a possible response and the numbers of
those responses are tabulated in this appendix.
However, when analyzing survey results from
these questions in the report text, the “not
applicable” responses are not included in the
sample. This analysis results in slightly different
percentages in this appendix from those
quoted in the text.
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2006 UCS Scientific Integrity Program
SURVEY OF FEDERAL CLIMATE SCIENTISTS

The Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS) is the leading science-based nonprofit working for a
healthy enviranment and a safer world. UCS combines independent scientific research and citizen
action to develop innovative, practical solutions and to secure responsible changes in government
policy, corporate practices, and consumer choices. This survey is produced by the UCS Scientific
Integrity Program.

Please fill out this survey on your personal time and mail it in the enclosed postage-paid envelope
as soon as possible, but before July 30, 2006. All responses will be kept anonymous and confiden-
tial. Please feel free to write comments, but restrict your writing to the additional comments area
on page 4, or a separate sheet of paper. Please do not write in the margins or edit the wording of
questions—we cannot tabulate responses to questions that are edited. For more information on
UGS, the Scientific Integrity Program, and our previous surveys of scientists at federal agencies,
please see www.ucsusa.org/scientific_integrity.

RESEARCH AND TRAINING (circle one)
1. My major field of training is:

climatology meteorology engineering geology
11%(31) 24% (67} 7% (19) 7%(19)
physics chemistry biology other
14% (40) 6% (18) 14% (39) 44% (123)

optional: list field of specialization

2. My climate science-related work primarily involves:

basic science observations/measurement modeling
19% (53) 50% (139) 25% (70)
impacts management/palicy other:
13% (35) 6% {17) 9% (24}

3.The percentage of my work having to do with ¢climate-related topics is approximately:
0-25% 26-50% 51-75% 76-100%
13% (35) 14% (40) 23% (64) 50%(137)

4.1generally seek to publish my research findings in peer-reviewed literature.
yes no not applicable
88% (246) 4% (10) 8% (22)

FEDERAL CLIMATE SCIENCE (circle one}
5.U.5. federal government climate research is of generally excellent quality.
strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly disagree
35% (98) 53% (147) 7%(19) 49%(12) 1% (3}
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6. The U.S. government has done a gaod job funding climate research.
strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly disagree
6% (18) 31% (86) 9% (26) 42% (117) 11% (31)

7.U.S. federal climate research is independent and impartial.
strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly disagree
17% (46) 54% {149) 9% (25) 18% (49) 3% (9)

8. Today's environment for federal government climate science is {better, worse, same})
compared with:

» 1yearago? better worse same no cpinion
14% (38) 42% (116) 40% (108) 4% (11}

+ 5yearsago? better worse same no opinion
13% (35) 67% (182) 15% (41) 5% (14)

« 10years ago? better worse _ same no opinion
18% (48) 64% {176) 8% (23) 10% (27)

9. My climate science-related work touches on issues that could be considered
sensitive or controversial.
always frequently accasionally seldom never
6% (16) 24% (67) 47% (129) 18% (49) 5% (15}

AGENCY CLIMATE SCIENCE (circie one)
10. Climate science at my agency is moving in the right direction.
strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly disagree
4% (10 44% (122) 9% (25) 34% (95) 9% (26)

11, My agency’s leadership aspires to and expects a high level of integrity and
professionalism.
strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly disagree
30% (83) 53% (148) 9% (24) 6% (18) 2% (6)

12. My agency’s management stands behind scientific staff or managers who put
forth scientifically defensible positions that may be politically controversial.
strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly disagree
9% (24) 40% (109) 23% (63) 25% (68) 4% {12)

13. My agency offers opportunity for advancement based on scientific expertise,
not just on administrative and supervisory expertise.
strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly disagree
18% {49) 48% {135) 16% (44) 15% (41) 4% (10)

14. My agency has a clear policy on scientific communication with the public and
the media.

strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly disagree  don't know

1% (31) 51%{142) 12% (33) 16% (44) 5% (13) 5% (14)
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15. Recent changes to policies pertaining to scientific openness at my agency have
improved the environment for climate research.
strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly disagree  not applicable
3% (8) 18% (50) 34% (93) 25% (69) 12% (33) 9% (24)

16. Documents, reports, and recommendations from my agency rely upon the best
available science,
always frequently occasionally seldom never
24% (65) 54% (147) 21% (57) 1% (2) 0% (0)

17. My agency helps me effectively communicate relevant research findings to the public.

always frequently occasionally seldom never not applicable
9% (24) 24% (67) 30% (84) 18% (50) 7% (20) 12% (32)

18B. My agency requires public affairs officials to monitor scientists’ communications
with the media.
always frequently occasionally seldom never don’'t know
27%(73) 26% (71) 20% (56) 6% (17) 4% (12) 17% (46)

CLIMATE SCIENCE WORK ENVIRONMENT (Please check alf that apply)
| have perceived in others and/or personally experienced the following types of
activities affecting climate science:

Perceived Experienced Neither

19, 32%(87) 15% (41) 57% (156) Changes/edits during review that change
the meaning of scientific findings.

20.  33%(90) 21%(57) 54% (147) Pressure to eliminate the word(s} “climate
change”and/ or “global warming,” and/or
similar terms.

21, 18% (49) 7% (19) 77% (210) Requests to present opposing views for
“balance” even when such views would not
be scientifically credible,

22, 23%(62) 22% (60) 62% (169) Disappearance/unusual delay in the release
of websites, press releases, reports, or other
science-based materials,

23, 21% (56} 14% (39) 69% (187) Self-induced pressure to change research
or reporting in order to align findings with
agency policy or to avoid controversy.

24, 2% (61) 13% (36) 69% (188) Fear of retaliation for openly expressing con-

cetns about climate change inside my agency.
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25, 29% (80) 14% (39) 61% (165) Fear of retaliation for openly expressing
concerns about climate change outside my
agency.

26. 8% (21) 4% (12) 89% (243) Requests by officials for scientists to provide

incomplete, inaccurate, or misteading
information to the public.

27.  14%(38) 3% (8) 84% (230) Implicit expectation by officials for scientists
to provide incomplete, inaccurate, or
misleading information to the public.

28.  19%(52) 36% (97) 54% (148) New or unusual administrative requirements
or procedures that impair climate-related work.

29.  23%(63) 17% (47) 63% {170) Statements by officials at my agency that
misrepresent scientists' findings.

30, 21%(55) 6% (17) 75% (200) Situations in which scientists have actively

objected to, resigned from, or removed
themselves from a project because of
pressure to change scientific findings.

31. 9% (4) 17% (8) 78% (36) Other {please elaborate below in essay
question #40).

32. Number of instances of any activities listed above perceived in others in the
past five years:
0 1-5 6-10 11-20 More than 20
27% (69) 49% (125) 14% (35) 7% (18} 4% (10)

33. Number of instances of any activities listed above personally experienced in the past
five years:
0 1-5 6-10 11-20 More than 20
42% (108) 45% (117) 9% (23) 1% (3) 3% (7)

JOB SATISFACTION (circle one)
34.1would recommend that scientists consider a career in the federal government
related to climate science.
strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly disagree
14% (39) 47% {130} 15% (42) 17% (46) 7% (20)

35. Morale within my office is:

excellent good fair poor extremely poor no opinion
12% (33) 34% (93) 32% (89) 15% (42} 7% (20) 0% (0)

36. Over the past few years my personal job satisfaction at my agency has:
increased decreased stayed the same no opinion
20% (55) 45% {126) 30% (83) 5% (14)
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37. After ) received this survey, completing and returning it was:
encouraged by management  discouraged by management  not discussed by management
3% (7) 1% (2) 97% {276)

BACKGROUND INFORMATION (circle one)

38. Highest level of education:
Post Doc Ph.D. Master’s Bachelor’s
40% (110) 41% (113} 16% (43) 4% (11)

39. Years at current agency:
less than 1 year 1-5 years 6-10 years 11-15 years more than 15 years
2% (6) 18% (51) 21%(57) 15% (42} 44% (122)

ESSAY (Please attach extra sheets if you need more space)
40, The integrity of U.S. federal government climate science could best be improved hy:

Additional comments:

i you have questions or would like to discuss this survey further, please contact
Dr. Francesca Grifo, Senior Scientist, Union of Concerned Scientists, at (202) 331-5446
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APPENDIX B

UCS Climate Scientist Survey Text and Responses (NCAR)

oflowing is the text of the survey UCS

mailed to 119 climate scientists at the

National Center for Atmaspheric

Research (NCAR), along with response
data for the 29 scientists who returned com-
pleted surveys. Two numbers are listed for each
respanse option in the survey--the number of
scientists who selected that response (listed in
parentheses) and the percentage of scientists
answering the question who marked that
response option. (See Appendix A for survey
text and response data for federal climate
scientists, and Appendix C for a detailed
analysis of select survey questions.)

For some questions the aggregate number of
respanses to a given question is fess than 29
because not all scientists answered the ques-
tion, and for other questions the aggregate
number is greater because scientists were
allowed to choose more than one response to
the given question. It is important to note that
the percentages listed in this appendix {and in
the report text) are calculated in reference to
the number of scientists answering the question,

rather than the total number of returned
surveys or the aggregate number of responses
to each question. Percentages listed for a given
question may not total 100 percent due to
rounding or multiple responses to a question
by a scientist.

The text of the NCAR survey closely follows that
of the survey sent to federal climate scientists;
however, because NCAR scientists are not
federal employees the language of some
questions was changed to clarify the intent

of the question. Questions 10-18, 23-25, 29,
34-36, and 39 substituted the word “NCAR"

far “my agency” or "my office” to clarify that

the question was asking about the scientists’
experiences at NCAR rather than their percep-
tions of the work environment at federal
agencies. Question 15, which originally ad-
dressed scientific openness policies at federal
agencies, was replaced with a broader question
about communication policies at NCAR. Ques-
tions 5 through 8, which ask general questions
about the state of federal government climate
research, were left unchanged.
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2006 UCS Scientific Integrity Program
SURVEY OF CLIMATE SCIENTISTS

The Union of Concerned Scientists {UCS) is the leading science-based nonprofit working for a
healthy environment and a safer world. UCS combines independent scientific research and citizen
action to develop innovative, practical solutions and to secure responsible changes in government
policy, corporate practices, and consumer choices. This survey is produced by the UCS Scientific
Integrity Pragram,

We are interested in comparing your experiences at NCAR with those of federal agency climate
scientists. Please fill out this survey and mail it in the enclosed postage-paid envelope as soon as
possible, but before July 30, 2006. All responses will be kept anonymous and confidential. Please
feel free to write comments on page 4 or a separate sheet of paper. Please do not write in the
margins or edit the wording of questions—we cannot tabulate responses to questions that are
edited. For more information on UCS and our previous surveys of scientists at federal agencies,
please see www.ucsusa.org/scientific_integrity.

RESEARCH AND TRAINING (circie one)
1. My major field of training is:

climatology meteorology engineering geology
10% (3) 34%(10) 3% (1) 0% {0)
physics chemistry biology other
28% (8) 7% (2) 3% (1) 38%(11)

optional: list field of specialization

2. My climate science-related work primarily involves:

basic science observation/measurement modeling
3% (1) 38%(11) 48% (14)
impacts management/policy other:
3% (1) 3% (1) 7% (2)

3. The percentage of my work having to do with climate-related topics is approximately:
0-25% 26-50% 51-75% 76-100%
21% (6} 7% (2) 39%(11) 32% (9)

4.1generally seek to publish my research findings in peer-reviewed titerature.
yes no not applicable
93% (26) 4% (1) 4% (1)

FEDERAL CLIMATE SCIENCE (circle one)
5. 115, federal government climate research is of generally excellent quality.
strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly disagree
36% (10) 57% (16) 7% (2) 0% (0} 0% (0)
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6. The U.S. government has done a good job funding climate research.
strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly disagree
10% (3) 45% {13} 3% (1) 34% (10) 7% (2)

7. U.5, federal government climate research is independent and impartial.
strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly disagree
29% (8) 50% (14) 14% (4) 7% (2) 0% (0)

8. Today’s environment for federal government climate science is (better, worse, same}
compared with:

« 1yearago better warse same no opinion
3% (1) 28% (8) 52% (15) 17% (5)

+ 5years ago better worse same no opinion
3% (1) 59% (17) 21% (6) 17%(5)

« 10 years ago better worse same no opinion
17% (5) 66% (19} 0% {0) 17%(5)

9, My climate science-related work touches on issues that could be considered sensitive
or controversial.

always frequently occasionally seldom never

3% (1) 17% (5) 38%(11) 31% (9) 10% (3)

CLIMATE SCIENCE AT NCAR (circle one)
10. Climate science at NCAR is moving in the right direction.
strongly agree agree no apinion disagree  strongly disagree
10% (3} 76% (22) 10% (3) 3% (1) 0% (0)

11. NCAR's leadership aspires to and expects a high level of integrity and professionalism.
strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly disagree
52% (15) 45% (13) 0% (0) 3% (1) 0% (0)

12. NCAR’s management stands behind scientific staff or managers who put forth
scientificaily defensible positions that may be paotlitically controversial.
strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly disagree
52%(15) 34% (10) 10% (3) 3% (1) 0% (0)

13. NCAR offers opportunity for advancement based on scientific expertise,
not just on administrative and supervisory expertise.
strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly disagree
45%(13) 45% (13) 10% (3) 0% (0) 0% (0}

14, NCAR has a clear policy on scientific communication with the public and the media.
strongly agree agree noopinion  disagree  strongly disagree don't know
10% (3) 72% (21} 3% (1) 10% (3) 0% (0) 3% (1)
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15. Policies at NCAR pertaining to communication accurately convey climate research
to the public and the media.
strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly disagree not applicable
24% (7) 52% (15) 14% {(4) 7% (2) 0% (0) 3% (1)

16. Documents, reports, and recommendations from NCAR rely upon the best availabie
science.

always frequently occasionally seldom never

59% (16) 41%(11) 0% (0) 0% (0) 0% (0)

17. NCAR helps me effectively communicate refevant research findings to the public.
always frequently occasionally seldom never not applicable
28% (8) 24% (7) 24% (7) 0% (0) 0% (0) 24% (7)

18, NCAR requires public affairs officials to monitor scientists’ communications with
the media.
always frequently occasionally seldom never don’t know
0% (0) 7% (2) 7% (2) 14% (4) 41% (12) 31%(9)

CLIMATE SCIENCE WORK ENVIRONMENT (Please check alt that apply)
I have perceived in others and/or personally experienced the following types of
activities affecting climate science:

Perceived Experienced Neither

19. 21% (6) 0% (0) 79% (23) Changes/edits during review that change the
meaning of scientific findings.

20. 28% (8) 7% (2) 66% (19) Pressure to eliminate the word{s} “climate
change”and/ or“globa! warming,"and/or
similar terms.

21, 14% (4) 7% (2) 83% (24) Requests to present opposing views for
“balance” even when such views would not
be scientifically credible.

22. 7% (2) 7% {2) 86% (25} Disappearance/unusual delay in the release
of websites, press releases, reports, or other
science-based materials.

23, 0% (0) 3% (1) 97% {28) Self-induced pressure to change research
or reporting in order to align findings with
NCAR policy or to avoid controversy.

24, 0% (0) 0% (0) 100% (29) Fear of retaliation for openly expressing

concerns about climate change inside NCAR.
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25, 14% {4) 7% (2) 83% (24) Fear of retaliation for openly expressing

concerns about climate change outside NCAR.

26. 3% (1) 0% {0) 97% (28) Requests by officials for scientists to provide

incomplete, inaccurate, or misleading
information to the public.

27, 7% (2) 3% (1) 93% (27) Implicit expectation by officials for scientists

to provide incomplete, inaccurate, or mis
leading information to the public,

28. 7% (2) 17% (5) 79% (23) New or unusual administrative requirements
or procedures that impair climate-related work.

29. 4% (1) 0% (0) 96% (27) Statements by officials at NCAR that
misrepresent scientists findings.

30.  10% (3} 0% (0) 90% (26) Situations in which scientists have actively
objected to, resigned from, or removed
themselves from a project because of
pressure to change scientific findings.

3. 0% (0) 0% (0) 100% (7) Other (please elaborate below in essay
question #40.)

32. Number of instances of any activities listed above perceived in others in the past
five years:
0 1-5 6-10 11-20 More than 20
61% (17} 29% (8) 1% (3) 0% (0) 0% {0}

33, Number of instances of any activities listed above personally experienced in the
past five years:
0 1-5 6-10 11-20 More than 20
78% (21) 19% (5) 4% (1) 0% (0) 0% (0)

JOB SATISFACTION (circle one)

34,1 would rec d that scientists consider a career at NCAR related to climate science.
strongly agree agree no opinion disagree strongly disagree
48% (14) 48% (14) 3% (1) 0% (0) 0% (0)

35. Morale within NCAR is:

excellent good fair poor extremely poor no opinion
17% (5) 52%(15) 24% (7) 7% (2) 0% (0) 0% (0)

36. Over the past few years my personal job satisfaction at NCAR has:
increased decreased stayed the same no opinion
25%(7) 39%(11) 32% (9) 4% (1)
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37. After I received this survey, completing and returning it was:
encouraged by management discouraged by management
0% (0) 0% (0)

BACKGROUND INFORMATION (circle one)

38. Highest level of education:
Post Doc Ph.D. Master’s Bachelor's
34% {10} 55% (16) 10% (3) 0% (0}

39. Years at NCAR:
less than 1 year 1-5 years 6-10 years 11-15 years

3% (1) 21% (6} 34% (10) 7% (2)

ESSAY (Please attach exra sheets if you need more space)

not discussed
100% (29)

more than 15 years
34% (10)

40. The integrity of U.S. federal government climate science could best be improved by:

Additional comments:

if you have questions or would like to discuss this survey further, please contact

Dr. Francesca Grifo, Senior Scientist, Union of Concerned Scientists, at 202-331-5446.
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CPUESTION 39, | have perceived in others andior personally experenced:

Statements by affizials ot my sgency that misrepresent scientists’ findings.
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Selected Survey Response
Cross-Comparisons

The tables below break down survey question
responses based on scientists’ responses to a
second question within the survey. The two
columns on the left side of each table list the
first survey the p to

the first question as well as the total number
of respondents for each of the response options
to the second question, The totals listed for the
first question will not always equal the sum of
respandents for the second question because

a glven survey respondent may not have

that question, and the total number of scientists
who chose each available response option, The
remaining columns list the second survey ques-
tion (either Question 3 or Question 9), the set of
available responses to the second question, and
the total resp for each re-

d bath questions being

The percentages listed in each table are calcu-
lated with respect to the total number of scien-
tists ing each question. For questi

that allowed multiple responses, the sum of

sponse option. The row labeled *Total Respon-
dents”lists the total number of respondents to

of Q 8aR According

Nature of Respondents' Work (Q ion 9)

P bers listed in the columns may
be greater than the number listed at the
bottom of the colurmn.

to the Controversial

Ba, Todays enviranment for federal
government climate science i
[better, worse, same) compared

with 1 year ago. senitive o controversial.

Quastion

9. My climate science-related work 1ouches on issues that could be considened

Response Ba Total Always Frequently  Occasionally Seldom Never
16 3 % 56 1 6
Warse 425% 643% 94% 1% 5% A0.0%
S 108 1 25 50 2 7
30.6% 21.4% 7% I94% 45.8% 46.7%
il [] ] s 1 2
NoCpinian | 4 ov 00% 30% 19% 4% 133%
Total Respondants EE 14 & 127 48 15
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Braakdown of Quastion Bb Responses According to the Contraversisl

HNature of Respondents' Work (Question )
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Breakdown of Question 22 Responies Accarding Lo the Controversial Nature
of Respandents’ Wark [Question 3]
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Breakdawn of Question 28 Respondes According 1o the Controversial Nature
ol Respondents’ Wark [(uestian 9]
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Breakd of Q ion 8b Resp A ding to the Percent of
Respondents’ Time Spent on Climate-related Issues (Q 3)
8b. Today's environment for federal
gevernment climate science is
(better, worse, same) compared 3. The ge of my do with eli
with 5 years aga. related topics & approximately:
0
: o
35 6 7 6 15
Batter 129% 17.6% 17.5% 98% 1%
182 19 26 39 96
Worse | gsom s59% 65.0% 63.9% 716%
£ (] 5 13 17
$ame 15.1% 17.6% 125% 213% 12.7%
4 3 2 3 6
Mo gk 5.1% a8% 50% agn a5%
Total Respondents 72 4 a0 61 134

Brealkd. of O ion 8c R

Ac

Respondents' Time Spent on (ﬁmate-rela

ding to the Percent of
ted Issues (Question 3)

Be. Teday's environment for federal
government climate science is
[better, worse, same] compared
with 10 years aga,

3. The percentage of my work having to do with climate-
related 1opics s approximately:

176 7 » 36 %0
Worse | g4 618% 700% 58.1% 67%

3 2 2 8 10
— B4% 55% 50% 129% 74%

brl 4 4 B "
NoOpinion | oo, 8% 100% 129% 81%

Total Respondents 74 E g 40 62 135
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Responses According to the Percent of Respondents’ Time Spent

on Climate-related Issues (Question 3)

32. Numiber of instances of any
activities listed above®* perceived
in others in the past five years:

Quastion

Response 32 Total

3. of my

related topacs |s approximately:

having to d

51%-75%

ith climate-

76%-100%

18

26.8% 206% 31.6% 18.9%

155 125 18 19 25 62
AB.6% 56.2% S0.0% A3.9% AB.E%

i 15 0 6 8 2
3 13.6% 0.0% 158% 14.0% 16.5%

18 1 1 5 1
N2 31% 26% 88% 87%

10 a a 1 L]
i 38% 00% 00% 18% 7%
Total Respandents 57 2 38 57 27

1931 In Appendices A and i

Responses According to the Percent of Respondents’ Time Spent

on Climate-related Issues (Question 3)

33, Numnber of instances of any
3. The pevcentage of my work having to do with climate-

activities listed above** persanally
experienced in the past five years:

related topics is approximately:

Question
[p— 33 Total
T 9 u 7 5
453% 0% S6.4% 474% 46.1%
n 1 1 3 1
0 e 32% 268 s3% 1418
3 0 0 | 2
= 12% 0.0% oo 18% 16%
7 0 0 1 6
Moth thn 20 27% 00% oo% 18% a7%
Total Respondents 258 B 19 57 128

v 1931 in Appencies A snd B,
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APPENDIX D

Model Media Policy

he text below serves as template for

a media policy federal agencies could

adopt to ensure free and open commu-

nication between scientists, the media,
policy makers, and the public. This model policy
was written by Tarek Maassarani, former lead
investigator for the Government Accountability
Project, and the language draws partially from
media policies adopted at the National Aeronau-
tics and Space Administration and the National
QOceanic and Atmospheric Administration. in
the first paragraph below, "(agency}” would be
replaced by the official name of the agency if
the agency were to adopt this policy language.

Model Media Policy

Section 1: Purpose

.01 This Order establishes the __{agency)
media policy governing media communica-
tions including advisories, press releases,
statements, interviews, news conferences,
and other related media contacts. Public
affairs offices have been established to
facilitate the active dissemination of agency
research results and to coordinate media
and public relations activities. A principal
goal of public affairs is to help __{agency)__
most efficiently achieve its agency mission
through policy making based on sound
and objective science.

Section 2: Rights

.01 Scientists and other staff ("employees”)
have the fundamental right to express their
personal views, provided they specify that
they are not speaking on behalf of, or as
a representative of, the agency but rather
in their private capacity. So long as this
disclaimer is made, the employee is permit-
ted to mention his or her institutional
affiliation and position if this has helped

0

o

.03

inform his or her views on the matter, The
employee is also allowed to make reason-
able use of agency time and resources for
the purposes of expressing their personal
views {i.e, accommodations comparable
with what would be allowed on other
personal matters).

Employees have the right to review, ap-
prove, and comment publicly on the final
version of any proposed publication that
significantly relies on their research, iden-
tifies them as an author or contributor,

or purports to represent their scientific
opinion.

Final authority over the content of and
parties to any particular media communi-
cation resides with the reporter and the
scientist with whom he or she commu-
nicates.

Section 3: Responsibilities

.01

Pubic affairs is responsible for:

a) promoting media attention on important
scientific and institutional developments;

b) coordinating and facilitating contact
between journalists and the requested
agency staff;

¢} providing both reporters and scientists
with timely, accurate, and professional
media assistance; and

d} providing draft press releases or other
public statements to agency scientists
whose work is included, to assure the
accuracy of scientific information being
communicated.

Employees are responsible for working with
public affairs to make significant research
developments accessible and comprehen-
sible to the public,
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03

Employees are responsible for the accuracy
and integrity of their communications and
should not represent the agency on issues
of politics or policy without prior approval
from the public affairs officer (PAQ).

Section 4: Media and Public Interactions

01

02

To help public affairs best fulfill its responsi-

biities, employees should:

a) keep the PAC informed of any media
interest or potential for interest in their
work;

b) notify the PAO of impending media
contacts and provide the PAO with a
recap of the non-confidential aspects
of the media conversation afterward;

<) review drafts of press releases written
by the PAC both for their format and
non-scientific content, as well as for
the accuracy of scientific information
being communicated; and

d) work with the PAO to review presen-
tations or news conferences for their
format and content to assure the accu-
racy of scientific information being
communicated.

Public affairs officers should:

a) respond to all initial media inquiries
within 20 minutes, or as soon as possible;

b} do all they can to help reporters get the
appropriate information needed for an
article;

<) know the reporter’s deadline to ensure
timely response;

d) provide contact information where they
will be available, even after hours, on
weekends, and on holidays;

e) draft regional and national press releases
whenever warranted;

f) ensure a timely turnaround on press
releases (within one week or less);

g) develop (or coordinate the development
of} talking points in collaboration with
the relevant experts for the release of
scientific papers and other agency
products;

h) assure agency compliance with the
No Fear Act {a federal law that holds
agencies accountable for violations of
employee protection laws) by informing
employees of their rights under federal
anti-discrimination and whistleblower
protection laws; and

assure that as part of any relevant agency
communications to its employees, the
agency includes the congressional adde-
ndum required by the Anti-Gag Statute,
reaffirming the supremacy of the Whistle-
blower Protection Act (protecting non-
classified public communications) and
other congressional acts over conflict-
ing agency policies.

Section 5: Media Coverage
01 In the spirit of openness, media represen-

.02

.0,

0

@

=

tatives must be granted free access to open
meetings of advisory committees and other
meetings convened by this agency, as

well as permission to reasonably use tape
recorders, cameras, and electronic equip-
ment for broadcast purposes.

The PAQ coordinating a meeting may

be present, or consulted, to undertake all
responsibilities of a news media nature,
including but not restricted to necessary
physical arrangements.

It shall be the responsibility of the PAQ
to cooperate fully with and accede to all
reasonable requests from news media
representatives. In instances where conflicts
or misunderstandings may arise from the
expressed views, wishes, or demands on
the part of news media representatives,
such matters should be referred at once
to the director of the Office of Public,
Constituent and Intergovernmental
Affairs (OPCIA) for resolution.

The OPCIA director shall exercise full
authority and assume responsibility for all
decisions involving the news media and
related activity,
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Section 6: Internal Reporting

.01 The agency will offer an internal disclosure
system to allow for the confidential report-
ing and meaningful resolution of inappro-
priate alterations, conduct, or conflicts of
interest that arise with regard to media
communications, The system shall also
allow for the employee’s written assessment
of whether the matter was resolved to his
or her satisfaction.

Section 7: Anti-gag Addendum

To comply with the Anti-Gag Statute {SEC. 820
of the Transportation, Treasury, Housing and
Urban Development, the Judiciary, and Inde-
pendent Agencies Appropriations Act of 2006,
PL109-115, passed November 30, 2005), the
__fagency head title)__shall issue a general
memorandum to all agency and contractor
employees informing them that all nondiscio-
sure forms, policies, or agreements are modified
by the addendum below, which is incorporated
by reference into all relevant agency communi-
cations and supersedes any conflicting agency
policies or rules.

“These restrictions are consistent with and do
not supersede, conflict with, or otherwise alter
the employee obligations, rights, or liabilities
created by Executive Order No. 12958; section
7211 of title 5, United States Code (governing
disclosures to Congress); section 1034 of title
10, United States Code, as amended by the
Military Whistleblower Protection Act (govern-
ing disclosure to Congress by members of the
military); section 2302(b)(8) of title 5, United
States Code, as amended by the Whistleblower

Protection Act {governing disclosures of
illegality, waste, fraud, abuse or public health
or safety threats); the Intelligence (dentities
Protection Act of 1982 (50 U.S.C. 421 et seq.)
(governing disclosures that could expose
confidential Government agents); and the
statutes which protect against disclosure that
may compromise the national security, includ-
ing sections 641, 793, 794, 798, and 952 of title
18, United States Code, and section 4(b) of the
Subversive Activities Act of 1950 (50 U.S.C.
783(b)). The definitions, requirements, obliga-
tions, rights, sanctions, and liabilities created
by said Executive order and listed statutes are
incorporated into this agreement and are
controlling.

"Provided, that notwithstanding the preced-
ing paragraph, a nondisclosure policy form or
agreement that is to be executed by a person
connected with the conduct of an intelligence
or intelligence-related activity, other than an
employee or officer of the United States Gov-
ernment, may contain provisions appropriate to
the particular activity for which such document
is to be used. Such form or agreement shall, at
a minimum, require that the person will not
disclose any classified information received in
the course of such activity unless specifically
authorized to do so by the United States Gov-
ernment. Such nondisclosure forms shall also
make it clear that they do not bar disclosures
to Congress or to an authorized official of an
executive agency or the Department of Justice
that are essential to reporting a substantial
violation of law."
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APPENDIX E
Edits to Congressional Communications
by Government Staff
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